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e Improve the dissemination of crash data at the jurisdiction level.
@ Target highest risk jurisdictions for funding and technical assistance.

e Implement an effective, consistent, and coordinated traffic incident management
(TIM) program at the state and local level to reduce the duration and impacts
of traffic incidents and improve the safety for motorists, crash victims and
emergency responders.

SCAG STRATEGIES

SCAG supports and encourages the strategies California intends to employ toward reducing
the occurrence of roadway departure and head-on collisions. SCAG will continue to

work with County Transportation Commissions (CTCs), Caltrans and sub-regions toward
incorporating highway construction/reconstruction methods to warn drivers they are

leaving the highway or crossing into the opposing lane. SCAG will also continue its ongoing
support for the implementation of high visibility signage and road striping that enhance driver
awareness and ability to detect, recognize and react to warning signs during the night-time
and periods of inclement weather.

CHALLENGE AREA 2: INTERSECTIONS, INTERCHANGES
AND OTHER ROADWAY ACCESS

Intersections are the maost prominent areas for potential collisions since various modes

{i.e., bicyclists, motorists and pedestrians) tend to intersect at such locations. According to
the SHSP, as of 2012 more than 45 percent of all fatalities and severe injuries were related
to crossing and left-turn movements at intersections and the merging, weaving and lane
changing movements generated by freeway, expressway and carpool lane entrances and
exits. Over the decade of 2003 to 2012, 15,917 people died and 56,143 were severely injured
atintersections and between closely-spaced freeway interchanges and other access points.

California intends to implement the following strategies to help reduce fatalities and severe
injuries within intersections, interchanges and other roadway access points:

e Mainstream and accelerate the deployment of innovative solutions that have been
proven to be highly effective and cost-effective.

e  Pursue programmatic application of low-cost and high-impact strategies,
countermeasures and activities.

o  Focus on continuous improvement and collaboration by building on the
foundational work products and findings generated by previous strategic safety
and other statewide initiatives.

e Emphasize the rote and importance of visibility among road users and workers
(especially during hours of darkness).

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM = TRANSPORTATION SAFETY & SECURITY

e  Minimize or avoid safety performance degradation resulting from land use and
highway infrastructure investment proposals.

@ Increase understanding and collaboration among transportation system owners,
operators, investors and regional agencies regarding the effect of access-related
decisions on safety and overall system performance.

SCAG STRATEGIES

SCAG encourages and suppaorts the strategies California intends to employ toward reducing
fatalities and severe injuries within intersections, interchanges and other roadway access
points. For its part, SCAG will continue working with communities to develop transit oriented
development and active transportation plans as part of its Sustainability Planning Grant
program. SCAG would encourage that these plans:

e Incorporate intersection safety into the planning grant strategy.

@ Incorparate Intelligent Transportation Systems {ITS) at high incident intersections
to reduce red-light violations causing collisions.

@ Encourage clearly marked, visible crosswalks .

e Encourage the installation of improved visibility traffic signals as part of the normal
traffic signal replacement cycle.

e Encourage the development of median sanctuaries for pedestrians.
e  Support signalization at problem non-signalized intersections.

e  Encourage changing intersection geometries to improve safety, where applicable
(offset intersection to aligned intersection, intersection to interchange and
intersection to roundabout).

CHALLENGE AREA 3: WORK ZONES

Construction work zones are areas of the road where maintenance or construction occurs
and may involve lane closures, detours, shoulder work and moving equipment. In the SCAG
region, work zones can be any time of year. On many of SCAG roadways, the work often
occurs at night. Many fatalities occur because of excessive speed, impaired and distracted
driving. As of 2012, work zones accounted for 1.7 percent of all traffic fatalities and severe
injuries in the state, according to the SHSP. Between 2003 and 2012, 658 people died as a
result of work zone crashes and 1,760 were severely injured.

California intends ta implement the fallowing strategies to reduce fatalities and severe
injuries within work zones:
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CHALLENGE AREA 9: PEDESTRIANS

As of 2012, pedestrian fatalities and severe injuries accounted for 17 percent of the total
number of traffic fatalities and severe injuries in California, according to the SHSP. Between
2003 and 2012, 8,775 pedestrians were killed and 17,504 were severely injured. |t should
also be nated that between 2010 and 2012, the number of pedestrian fatalities and severe
injuries slightly increased. FIGURE 6 shows pedestrians killed in traffic collisions distributed
by age for one year, 2012, and TABLE 12 provides more details on collision types.

California intends to employ the following strategies toward reducing the number of
pedestrian fatalities and severe injuries:

e Improve the safety of pedestrian crossings by using proven
effective countermeasures.

e  Expand effective enforcement and education of all roadway users to improve
pedestrian safety based on known risk factors and data trends.

e |ncrease funding for pedestrian safety infrastructure and non-
infrastructure projects.

e |mprove collection, use and analysis of data needed for pedestrian safety
planning and programming.

e Increase pedestrian safety-focused coordination among State, regional and local
agencies including on transportation planning and land use efforts.

® Encourage cities and counties to develop funding mechanisms to maintain and
improve sidewalks and intersections to make them ADA compliant.

e Encourage every city to develop Safe Routes to School policies and plans.

e  Encourage cities and counties to consider the needs of elderly and
persons with disabilities crossing streets and develop appropriate
countermeasures for their safety.

e Encourage cities and counties to integrate pedestrian safety into general & specific
plans, non-motorized transportation plans and other land use policy documents.

® Encourage the development of Pedestrian Safety Action Plans in all urban
and rural communities.

@ Incorporate applicable Complete Streets policies—providing safe access for all
modes—as fundamental principles of transportation plans.

e Encourage safe, convenient, high visibility pedestrian crossings at mid-block and
intersection locations on urban thoroughfares and rural highways.

e Encourage clearly marked, visible crosswalks at intersections and
mid-block locations.

e Encourage the use of advanced signalization at intersections.

e  Encourage pedestrian and bicycle safety in all maintenance projects where new
striping will be required or existing striping is to be replaced.

SCAG STRATEGIES

SCAG encourages and supports the above strategies toward improving the overall safety of
pedestrians. In addition, SCAG urges local governments to consider the following strategies:

e  Continue to work with local jurisdictions to provide comprehensive
education for all road users.

o  Continue to work with local jurisdictions to help direct enforcement agencies to
focus on bicycling and walking safety to reduce multi-modal conflicts.

e  Support improvements to roadway design standards and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS) that increase bicyclists and pedestrians safety.

e Facilitate the planning, development and implementation of projects and activities
that will improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel consumption and air pollution in the
vicinity (approximately 2 miles) of primary and middle schools (Grade K-8).

Fortunately, work is already underway in the region to improve the safety of pedestrians. In
2014, SCAG received a $2.3 million grant from California’s Active Transportation Program
toimplement a Safety and Encouragement Campaign targeted at all road users, including
bicyclists, pedestrians and drivers, and focused on improving intersections. In 2015, in
coordination with the CTCs, county departments of public health and stakeholders, SCAG
kicked off the campaign. It will focus on the following initiatives to improve safety for
bicyclists and pedestrians throughout the region:

o  Advertising Campaign targeting more than 100 million impressions or ad views
regionally with memorable encouragement and safety messages.

o  Comrunity Outreach/Tactical Urbanism Campaign attracting between 100,000
- 500,000 people, and millions more media impressions, to open street events
and other temporary bicycle-related improvements or “pop-ups” that bring greater
opportunity and awareness of the use of streets for people, not just cars.

o  Active Transportation Training and Training Toolkits for four target audiences—
Employers, Elected Officials, Transportation/Public Health Professionals and
Community Members—to create and empower at least 1,000 local champions in
key sectars to lead education and encouragement pragrams in their communities.

The focus of the campaign will be on disadvantaged communities, high-risk populations,
and key opportunity areas (locations where trip lengths, urban form, and demographics are
aligned to facilitate a significant shift in mode-share toward active transportation).






In addition to its work on this campaign, SCAG is also responsible for administering its
own Sustainability Grant Program which has been used to provide funding for active
transportation planning. Through these programs, SCAG supports local jurisdictions in

planning for and building infrastructure that makes walking safer.

CHALLENGE AREA 10: BICYCLING

Within the SCAG region, active transportation- specifically bicycling- has grown in
popularity. Between 2008 and 2012, the number of bicycle trips within the SCAG region
grew by about 12.5 percent. Given the growing number of bicyclists within the region,
improving safety for all users is a large concern. Between 2003 and 2012, 1,294 bicyclists
were killed and 8,421 were severely injured in California, according to the SHSP. Fatalities
and severe injuries involving bicyclists have increased since 20086. It is important to
recognize that there is a positive correlation between increases in bicycling trips and severe
injuries and fatalities. That is, as one increases, often so does the ather. Collisions invalving
bicyclists tend to peak in late summer and fall, decline after October and rise again in
March. FIGURES 7 AND 8 provide additional detail on bicycle collisions. In addition, SCAG
recommends the following strategies:

e  Continue to work with local jurisdictions to provide comprehensive
education for all road users.

e  Continue to work with local jurisdictions to help direct enforcement agencies to
focus on bicycling and walking safety to reduce multi-modal conflicts.

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM ' TRANSPORTATION SAFETY & SECURITY

e  Support improvermnents to roadway design standards and Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS) that increase bicyclists and pedestrians safety.

e Facilitate the planning, development and implementation of projects and activities
that will improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel consumption and air pollution in the
vicinity (approximately 2 miles) of primary and middle schools (Grade K-8).

California intends ta employ the following strategies to help reduce the number of bicyclist
fatalities and severe injuries:

e Improve roadway and bikeway planning, design, operations and connectivity to
enhance bicycling safety and mobility to all destinations.

e |mprove data collection regarding bicyclist trips, injuries and fatalities on California
roadways and bicycle paths.

e Improve education and enforcement to promote safe multi-modal travel,

@  Encourage more bicycle travel by improving public attitudes about bicycling as a
safe mode of transportation.

e Develop safe, direct and connected routes for bicycling.

SCAG STRATEGIES

SCAG understands the importance of improving safety for bicyclists and ultimately all users
of the transportation network, and therefore supports and encourages the implementation of
the previously referenced strategies. In addition, SCAG recommends the following strategies:

FIGURE 7 Bicyclist Killed Collisions and Injured (2008-2012)
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» Encourage every city in the SCAG region to be connected via bicycle facilities,
including wauyfinding signage.

e Develop regionally significant bicycle corridors for bicycle travel
throughout the region.

e Encourage all local jurisdictions to fully implement their bicycle master plans.
e Encourage all local jurisdictions to develop active transportation master plans.

e Incorporate applicable Complete Streets policies—praviding safe access for all
modes—as fundamental principles of transportation plans.

»  Encourage the consideration of bicucle and pedestrian safety as part of SCAG's
Sustainability Planning Grant Program.

@ Encourage pedestrian and bicycle safety in all maintenance projects where new
striping will be required or existing striping is to be replaced.

e  Encourage the use of intersection control devices that detect bicyclists,
particularly left turn signals.

e Encourage bicycle education in lieu of fines for bicyclists and motorists who
commit bicycle related traffic violations.

@  Support expanding Safe Routes to School programs for nan-infrastructure
projects focusing on education, bicyclist visibility, matorist awareness and
accommodation of bicyclists.

e Develop a standardized database of bicycle data, including safety, counts,
surveys, etc. for use throughout the SCAG region.

As mentioned in the previous section on pedestrians, SCAG is currently implementing a
Safety and Encouragement Campaign targeted at all road users, including bicyclists, and
SCAG also administers its own Sustainability Grant Program which can be used for active
transportation planning. Through these programs, SCAG supports local jurisdictions in
planning for and building infrastructure that make bicycling safer.

CHALLENGE AREA 11: YOUNG DRIVERS

According to the SHSP, young drivers tend to have less driving experience and as a result
are less likely to identify hazardous conditions and react to them. In addition, young drivers
are more prone to be involved in risky driving behaviors resulting in more collisions. Young
drivers are classified as individuals who are between the ages of 15 and 20. As of 2012,
fatalities and severe injuries involving young drivers accounted for 15 percent of all fatalities
and severe injuries. Between, 2003 and 2012, 6,000 young drivers died and 22,726 were
severely injured in California. FIGURE 9 shows the age distribution of collision victims.

California intends to employ the following strategies toward reducing the number of fatalities
and severe injuries involving young drivers:

e Increase awareness of and compliance with graduated driver licensing laws.

e Promote social norming and behavior change on youth-related
traffic safety issues.

e  Promote the use of evidenced-based programs and outreach methods.
e Improve school policies and procedures relating to young driver safety.

# |mprove enforcement and adjudication of young offenders.

SCAG STRATEGIES

SCAG supports and encourages the above strategies to help reduce fatalities and severe
injuries involving young drivers. In addition, SCAG supports for the following SHSP
implementation strategies:

e Implement the Driver Performance Evaluation drive test, as originally developed,
to include freeway driving.

@ Establish a task force to resolve issues and make recommendations related to
improving driver education and training.

o Increase the use of law enforcement for graduated driver licensing outreach
programs and proactive enforcement.

FIGURE 9 Persons Killed in Traffic Collisions by Age (2012)
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e Initiate a program that promotes usage of parent-teen contracts related
to driving privileges.

@  Expand the implementation of young driver programs such as: Smart Start,
Right Turn, Teen Smart, Every 15 minutes, Friday-night Live, Sober Graduation
and Target Responsibility for Alcohol Connected Emergencies (TRACE), and
encourage development of new programs.

e  Modify completion certificates for the required driver education and training
courses to allow the DMV to include informaticn on the driver record reflecting
the modality of course offered as well as the type of organization that
conducted the training.

e  Implement program to have DMV send a congratulatory letter to every provisional
licensee who goes six months without any violations or collisions, until the
provisional status is terminated at age 18 years. Encourage the insurance industry
to provide discounts for parents and teens who receive a letter.

@ Increase schools district awareness of the State-legislated Safe Routes to School
Program (SR2S) and the federal Safe Routes ta School (SRTS) Program and
encourage implementation of elements of these programs whenever possible if
funding is insufficient for a comprehensive implementation.

#  Establish a task force to work with existing statewide media campaigns and to
develop and pursue use of public service announcements to convey traffic safety
messages related to young drivers and use of alcohol and drugs.

e  Encourage additional local communities to implement and maintain anti-DUI
programs such as, Teenage Party Prevention, Enforcement and Dispersal, Minor
Decoy Program, the Shoulder Tap Program and TRACE.

CHALLENGE AREA 12: AGING ROAD USERS

Aging road users include drivers, pedestrians, bicyclists and motorcyclists who are 65
years of age and over. As of 2012, fatalities and severe injuries involving aging road users
accounted for 15 percent of all traffic fatalities and severe injuries, and between 2003 and
2012, 6,172 aging road users died and 14,034 were severely injured.

Older drivers tend to self-regulate, driving less and avoiding rush hour and nighttime

driving unless necessary. The frailty associated with their advancing years means that

older drivers are mare likely to succumb to injuries in a minor collision than a younger
person. Intersections pose a particular safety problem for older drivers. Navigating through
intersections requires the ability to make rapid decisions, react quickly and accurately judge
speed and distance. Because these abilities can diminish as people age, older drivers tend to
have more difficulties at intersections and are more likely to be involved in a fatal collision at

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM | TRANSPORTATION SAFETY & SECURITY

these locations. Research shows that 37 percent of traffic-related fatalities involving drivers
aged 65 and older occur at intersections compared with 18 percent for drivers aged 26 to 64.

California intends ta employ the following strategies to help reduce the number of fatalities
and severe injuries involving aging road users:

e Develop and disseminate education materials, programs and tools that explain
how the aging process may affect safe driving.

e Promote awareness of the impact of prescription and non-prescription medications
and supplements on the safety of aging road users.

e  Promote implementation of multi-modal guidance for aging road users, which is
included in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices.

e Promote knowledge and increased application by transportation professionals of
preferred roadway design elements friendly to aging road users.

SCAG STRATEGIES

SCAG supports and encourages the above strategies towards reducing fatalities and severe
injuries involving aging road users. This matter is especially important since by 2040, the
number of seniors willincrease to 18 percent - nearly ane in five people in the region. SCAG
also urges local jurisdictions to consider implementing the following strategies:

e  Support roadway, intersection and interchange improvements that support
improving rights of way decision by older drivers.

e Encourage formation and expanded use of Supplemental Transportation
Systemns (STPs), particularly in locations where standard public transit is
sparse or unavailable.

@  Support signage and striping that enhance a driver’s ability to natice,
recognize and respond ta warning signs during nighttime and/or
inclement weather conditions

CHALLENGE AREA 13: MOTORCYCLISTS

The greatest primary collision factor with motorcycle collisions is unsafe speed. According
to the SHSP, motorcycle riding has increased over recent years which has led to increases in
fatalities and severe injuries. As of 2012, motorcyclist fatalities and severe injuries accounted
for 18.3 percent of the total traffic fatalities and severe injuries in California. Between 2003
and 2012, 4,148 motorcyclists were killed and 19,046 were severely injured. FIGURE 10
shows the number of fatal motorcyclist collisions over a four-year period.
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California intends to employ the following strategies towards reducing the number of
fatalities and severe injuries involving aging road users:

@ Improve education on matorcycle safety.

e |mprove motorcycle licensure.

e Improve motorcycle exposure and crash data.
® Improve motorcycle rider training.

@ Enhance roadway design to imprave motorcycle safety.

SCAG STRATEGIES

SCAG supports and encourages the above strategies to help reduce fatalities and severe
injuries involving matorcyclists. In addition, SCAG would like to reiterate our support for the
following strategies:

e Work with the state and CTCs to determine if proposed projects have potential
benefits to safety in this challenge area.

e  Work with local governments to help identify matarcycle high-collision
concentration locations and help develop plans to mitigate possible causes.

FIGURE 10 Fatal Motorcycle Collisions (2008 - 2012)
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CHALLENGE AREA 14: COMMERCIAL VEHICLES

The movement of goods and people throughout the SCAG region is crucial to our economy.
The SCAG region is home to the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles that serve as
gateways for the distribution of goods throughout the nation. Between 2003 and 2012,
3,693 fatalities and 7,284 severe injuries invalving commercial vehicles occurred.

California intends to employ the following strategies toward reducing the number of fatalities
and severe injuries involving commercial vehicles:

® Improve training and education of cornmercial vehicle safety stakeholders.

o  Increase the use of effective enforcement strategies to improve
commercial vehicle safety.

e |dentify and implement engineering features that reduce commercial
vehicle-related crashes.

o  Improve commercial vehicle safety data.

o |dentify and promote use of technology for improving commercial vehicle safety.

SCAG STRATEGIES

SCAG supports and encourages the above strategies to help reduce fatalities and severe
injuries involving commercial vehicles. In addition, SCAG will encourage Caltrans and CTCs
to incorporate safety improvements into their plans and projects to address commercial
vehicle safety issues.

CHALLENGE AREA 15: EMERGENCY MEDICAL VEHICLES

This specific challenge area focuses on the person that survives a serious motor vehicle
collision. Improving Emergency Medical System (EMS) response time to the collision,
transport time, and inter-facility transfer time (when appropriate) will result in achieving the
targeted "Golden Hour” (the time period from the incident until the victim receives definitive
specialized trauma care; ideally no longer than 60 minutes). Adherence to the “Golden
Hour” concept is critical to survival and optimum outcome.

The first peak in post-collision deaths is within seconds or minutes of injury. If the number of
these deaths is to be reduced, it must be through effective prevention programs. The second
peak in deaths occurs within the first four hours after an incident and is due to undiagnosed
and untreated injuries. These patients, whose numbers are significant, would benefit most
from an appropriate level of trauma care. Regionalized trauma care facilitates rapid transport
to the nearest trauma center appropriate for the severity of injury. These complications

can be positively affected by prompt initial resuscitation efforts in an appropriate

_level trauma center.






EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPQs) and Departments of Transportation (DOTs}
across the country are expanding their analysis of public health due to the prevalence
of chronic diseases such as obesity, hypertension, asthma and heart disease. Despite
being mostly preventable, chronic diseases increase mortality rates and are responsible
forincreasing health care costs. Evidence shows that built environment factors and
related conditions can play a role in supporting healthy behavior and reducing rates

of chronic diseases.

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has a long history of
considering air quality and transportation safety in the development of the Regional
Transportation Plan. However, during the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/
Sustainable Communities Strategy (2012 RTP/SCS) development process, SCAG received
numerous comments from public health stakeholders and direction from the Regional
Council to address public health mare broadly in its planning process. SCAG has taken steps
to implement this direction by establishing a Public Health Subcommittee, a Public Health
Working Group and developing a Public Health Work Program. To guide the integration of
public health considerations into the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS), SCAG adopted the following guiding principles:

®

To reflect and provide information on the ways in which investments and strategies
of the 2016 RTP/SCS provide an opportunity to improve public health outcomes
across the region and advance Plan goals, SCAG shall provide robust public health
data and information, as feasible.

Recognizing that public health outcomes are influenced by multiple policy
elements of the plan (transportation and land use), SCAG will utilize a "Health in All
Policies” approach to engage a wide range of stakeholders, support inter-agency
coordination and conduct analysis across relevant plan elements as appropriate.

Provide support and assistance as requested, to local jurisdictions interested in
using the public health analysis, policy support and data from the 2016 RTP/SCS
to increase competitiveness for grants and promote information sharing.

Consolidate areas of the Plan that relate to public health in the
Public Health Appendix.

This Public Health Appendix organizes and summarizes analysis completed in the Plan
using a public health lens. The following framework will be used to present public health
analysis in the appendix:

[

Analysis of the public health impacts will be targeted to focus areas
where literature supports the relationship between public health and the
built environment.

SCAG will compile performance metrics that relate to each focus area for the
Plan. The reporting of these metrics will not be weighted or presented in a manner
prioritizing one focus area over another.

Metrics will be reported at the regional-level to allow for comparison between the
baseline (a 2040 projection without the Plan’s implementation) and the Plan itself.

Based on these guiding principles, SCAG has conducted analyses on the following seven
focus areas. The 2016 RTP/SCS is expected to improve public health outcomes by
supporting improvemnents related to the built environment in each area. These improvements
will be achieved through a combination of transportation and land use changes from publicly
funded investments, private sector innovations and changes in public policy.

(-]

Access to Essential Destinations: Improve access for the region to a variety of
essential destinations and employment hubs.

Affordable Housing: Promate residential infill development with proximity to jobs
and essential services in mind.

Air Quality: Reduce criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions by reducing
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita and supporting clean vehicle technologies
and new maobility options. Also, promote reduced exposure to emissions

through land use decisions.

Climate Adaptation: Support efforts to mitigate climate change and make
the region more resilient to future changes with reductions in VMT and
greenhouse gas emissions.

Economic Opportunity: Support economic activity by providing regional
competitiveness and jobs through the construction of transportation projects.

Phuysical Activity: Support increased rates of activity with better access to transit,
improved conditions for walking and bicycling, improved access to parks and more
compact development patterns.

Transportation Safety: Improve transportation safety with increased rates
of transit, walkable and bikeable neighborhoods, and improvements to the
regional roadway network.

Following the adoption of the 2016 RTP/SCS Plan, SCAG proposes to continue to

engage on the issue of public health as outlined in the Plan Implementation section of this
Appendix. Plan Implementation consists of three strategies and a number of actions aimed
atincorporating public health into regional planning processes, and it provides support to
local agencies that are working toward healthier communities. The strategies include 1)
provide leadership and facilitate collaboration, 2) develop policy and analysis tools and 3)
provide regional support.
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INTRODUCTION

Unlike the field of medicine, public health does not focus on individual patients or the
treatment of particular diseases. Rather, public health initiatives seek to prevent disease and
injury while promoting good health and prolonging life among the population as a whole.
While traditionally, public health outcomes were widely believed to be soley the result of
individual behaivior and access to health care, a large body of evidence now shows that
many public health outcomes are highly influenced by the Social Determinants of Health
(SDOH), or the circumstances in which people are born, grow up, live, work, play and age.
Economic opportunities, government policies and the built environment all play a role in
shaping these circumstances and influencing public health outcomes. The Office of Disease
Prevention and Health Promotion’s Healthy People 2020 Initiative organizes the SDOH into
five key domains as shown in FIGURE 1.!

A growing body of evidence links neighbarhood and built environment characteristics
such as transportation and land use patterns to health behaviors that can either support or
discourage healthy, active and safe lifestyles. This has led to interest, both nationally and
across California, in expanding consideration of health outcomes of regional land use and
transportation planning efforts. MPOs such as SCAG, which have historically analyzed

air quality and transportation safety as key outcomes, are now analyzing a wider range of
impacts in their long-range planning processes, including:

e  Accessibility to essential destinations such as hospitals and schools
e Climate change impacts such as extreme heat events

e Regional economic opportunities influenced by transportation
and land use patterns

FIGURE 1 Social Determinants of Health

Source: http:#www.cproundtable. org/media/fites/sdoh/CPR_SDOH_2015_Final pdfsdah/CPR_SDOH_ 2015_Final pdf

e  Physical activity through active transportation, first/last mile connections to transit
and access to naturallands.

SCAG has the opportunity to provide leadership for the region by adopting a Health in

All Policies (HiAP) strategy to integrate public health considerations into its planning
processes through ongoing partnerships with regional partners, local public health
departments and other stakeholders. HiAP is a collaborative strategy that aims to improve
public health outcomes by including health considerations in the planning process across
sectors and policy areas.

HiAP addresses the SDOH by encouraging transportation practitioners to work with
nontraditional partners who have expertise related to public health outcomes, such as
city and county public health departments.? For example, California’s Strategic Growth
Council created a HiAP Task Force in 2010, bringing together 22 state agencies and
departments. The five key tenants of HiAP as defined by the California Department of
Public Health include:

@  Promote Health Equity and Sustainability

@  Support Inter-agency Collaboration

e  Benefit Multiple Partners

e Engage Stakeholders

e Create Structural or Procedural Change
SCAG seeks to promote the use of the HIAP framework into its regional planning by
implementing the strategies and actions outlined in this Appendix. SCAG expects a number

of benefits to be achieved through the incorporation of health into the RTP/SCS and the
adoption of a HiAP strategy for the region. These include:

e Improved inter-agency coordination and new partnerships

o Improved policy analysis due to expanded co-benefit modeling

@ Regional readiness for future federal and state grants and other funding sources

e Asustainable and healthy region

e Improved regional economic outcomes from health care savings

e Extended capacity for outreach and engagement
SCAG has identified seven focus areas for further analysis and implementation related to the
built environment's impact on health outcomes: accessibility, affordable housing, air quality,
climate adaptation, economic oppartunities, physical activity and transportation safety. The

goals of the 2016 RTP/SCS that support improving public health in each of the seven focus
areas can be seen in TABLE 1.
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SCAG has conducted research and reviewed available literature on links to public health
for each of these areas. While the 2016 RTP/SCS represents an increased focus on public
health, SCAG plans to expand its understanding of these relationships prior to the adoption
of the 2020 RTP/SCS.

BACKGROUND

The prevalence of chronic diseases in the U.S. has become a major public health problem.
Despite being mostly preventable, chronic diseases account for about 80 percent of deaths
in California.? FIGURE 2 shows that just five chronic diseases resulted in 72 percent of all
deaths in the SCAG region in 2013.° Evidence shows that healthier lifestyles and improved
air quality can improve outcomes, and built environment factors and related conditions can
play a role in supporting healthy behaviors.

The costs of poor public health and chronic disease, and treating those diseases, pose

a serious challenge to the region’s economic wellbeing. Health care expenditures in

the United States are about 18 percent of GDP, and they are projected to rise sharply.* If
health care costs continue to grow at historical rates, the share of GDP devoted to health
care in the United States is projected to reach 34 percent by 2040.5 In 2010, 86 percent
of alt United States health care costs were spent on patients with one or more chronic
medical conditions.®

In addition to chronic diseases, changes to the Southern California climate may put more
peaple at risk of poor public health outcomes. Finally, paverty, access to goods and services
and transportation safety continue to be major public health drivers across the region.

ACCESS TO ESSENTIAL DESTINATIONS

Access to daily needs and activities, such as schools, healthy food options, jobs, parks and
open space and primary care is central to maintaining and improving public health. Through
the provision of transportation networks and the development of land use patterns, the RTP/
SCS has the opportunity to improve access to many of these essential destinations.

It is well known that education leads to better jobs and higher incomes, but research also
links education with reduced risk of illness, including some of the most common acute

or chronic diseases such as heart disease and diabetes. Likewise, individuals with four

or more years of higher education are less likely to be overweight or abese.?? The SCAG
region is home to more than three million primary and secondary students who rely on the
transportation system to access schools. While rates of walking and bicycling to primary and
secondary school in Southern California are higher than national averages, most students
arrive to school via private automobiles. As seen in TABLE 2, currently only four percent of all
SCAG region primary and secondary students use a school bus to access their schools.

Access to healthy food environments such as grocery stores, farmers’ markets and
community gardens can play an important role in food insecurity and obesity.' Access to
healthy food is affected by the availability, accessibility, cost of transportation and the time
it takes to travel to food assets and food retail outlets." 2 Expanding access to healthy food
environments often requires the support of land use policies, regulations and collaboration
with the business community.”?

Access to jobs and housing affect health ocutcomes, especially for low-income families.
Employment income, benefits and stability are necessary for good health while job loss and
unemployment are associated with a variety of negative health effects.™

For those without cars, public transit provides a lifeline to jobs and other services.”

For example, providing transportation access to parks and open spaces, provide community
residents with opportunities for physical activity, social interaction and improved mental
health.'® 171819 | ocal parks can be accessed through investments in active transportation,
transit and by automobiles, while equitable access to regional parks such as the San Gabriel
Mountains National Monument requires larger regional strategies.”® EXHIBIT 1 shows
current park access across the SCAG region. As of 2012, there are 3.27 acres of park space
per 1,000 residents. About half of the region’s population lives within a 1/2 mile of a local
park. For more information on park access see the Environmental Justice Appendix.

Convenient and affordable transportation is vital for access to health care.?' This can be
especially true in rural areas where travel distances are large and access to transit is less
prevalent.? Greater access to health care has been related to better health status, more

FIGURE 2 Leading Causes of Death CDPH 2013

m Diseases of the Heart

» Malignant Neoplasams
(Cancer)

» Cerebrovascular
Diseases (Stroke)

= Chronic Lower
Respiratary Diseases

Accidents
Diabetes
Other

Source: http:#www.cdph.ca.gov/dato/statistics/Documents/VSC-2013-0520.pdf
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Household savings

In addition to generating jobs, the Plan also contributes to the economic well-being of the
region by reducing, on average, household costs for transportation, energy and water.
The cost of transportation for families, including fuel, automabile ownership and
maintenance and transit costs, is expected to decrease by 13 percent with the Plan, when
compared to the Baseline. Per househald utility costs (energy and water) will decrease 9
percent when compared to the Baseline. In addition to utilities and transportation costs,
SCAG is currently developing a methodology to quantify savings in health care.

PHYSICALACTIVITY

The 2016 RTP/SCS improves physical activity outcomes by increasing opportunities for
people to access their jobs, transit, schools and many of their daily needs by walking and
biking. The Plan encourages the development of more compact, accessible and walkable
communities. The Plan also invests nearly $13 billion in the development and enhancement
of active transportation netwaorks, including first/last mile improvements, safe routes to
school projects and regional bikeway infrastructure. There is also greater opportunity for
physical activity by incorporating open space into new developments and increasing access
to existing open space and parks. By enabling greater levels of physical activity, the Plan is
expected to reduce rates of obesity and chronic disease, as further described in TABLE 9.

TABLE 8 Plan Performance - Physical Activity*

MdtHE Result of Plan
Percent of work trips less than 3 miles 20.4% 20.3%
Percent of non-work trips less than 3 miles N.7% 419%
Mode share of walking 10.7% 13.5%
Made share of bicycling 16% 22%
Obese population* 26.3% 256%
High blood pressure* 215% 20.8%
Heart Disease* 4.4% 42%
Diabetes Type 2* 6.1% 6.0%

*Results are for areos experiencing land use and population changes not the entire SCAG region. *Please see the Performance
Measures Appendix for more information on data sources and methodology used to colculate these outcomes.

SCAG has collaborated with the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) and the
State's Strategic Growth Council (SGC) to develop a new Public Health Module for the Urban
Footprint Model that measures the Plan’s impacts on physical activity and chronic diseases
as it relates to physical inactivity. The model was reviewed by a statewide panel consisting
of representatives of state, regional and local agencies. The model currently only captures
impacts resulting from land use change. Therefore, the benefits that will be generated from
active transportation investments are not reflected in the reported outcomes. For broader
discussion of the Scenario Planning Model, see the SCS Documentation Appendix.

Percent of trips less than 3 miles

Shorter trips are easily completed by walking and biking. Trips under 3 miles can be
completed by the average person riding a bike in about 15 minutes. 42 percent of all
non-work trips and 20 percent of work trips are expected to be under three miles as a
result of the Plan.

Mode share of walking and bicycling

Walking and biking mode shares in the SCAG region are expected to increase by 28 percent
and 71 percent, respectively, when compared to existing (2012) conditions. The growth

will be more significant in urban areas with the increased number of close destinations and
activities, and less so in rural areas where distances and lack of infrastructure may make
some walk and bicycle trips impractical.

Physical activity related health measures

Using the Public Health Module of the Scenario Planning Module (SPM), SCAG estimates
that the increased rates of active transportation generated from land use changes will
result in reductions in rates of chronic disease. The Plan is expected to result in four
additional minutes of physical activity per day, improving health outcomes related to
abesity, high blood pressure, heart disease and Type 2 diabetes. TABLE 2 highlights
physical activity outcomes.

TRANSPORTATION SAFETY

One of SCAG’s goals is to ensure transportation safety, security and reliability for all

people and goods in the region. SCAG will continue efforts toward working with county
transportation commissions, Caltrans and subregions to improve transportation safety
acrass the region as outlined in the Transportation Safety Appendix. TABLE 10 shows annual
decreases in both severe injuries and fatalities projected to be achieved by the Plan.

The Transportation Safety Appendix outlines the 15 Challenge Areas outlined in the State's
Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP). As of 2014, a majority of the established targets
as presented were met, and a new goal has been set to further reduce fatalities and injuries






by reducing fatalities at rate of three percent, and severe injuries by a rate of one and a half
percent on an annual basis. In addition, since the SHSP is currently in the draft phase the
challenge areas, goals and measurable objectives presented may be subject to change.
The 15 Challenge Areas are:

—_

Roadway Departure & Head-0On Collisions
Intersections, Interchanges and Other Roadway Access
Work Zones

Alcohol and Drug Impairment

Occupant Pratection

Speeding and Aggressive Driving

Distracted Driving

Driver Licensing and Competency

© ® N O oA W N

Pedestrians

10. Bicycling

1. Young Drivers

12.  Aging Road Users
13. Motorcyclists

14, Commercial Vehicles

15.  Emergency Medical Vehicles

In an effort to help make our streets safer, SCAG recommends an extensive set of strategies
to reduce fatality and severe injury rates an roadways within the SCAG region. More detailed
information can be found in the Transportation Safety Appendix.

Collision rates

The Plan is expected to reduce traffic related fatalities and injuries down to 0.31and 1.60
per 100 million vehicle miles respectively as seen in TABLE 10. It should be noted that
impravements may not show overall decreases in the number of collisions, especially for
certain modes if those modes increase their overall share of trips. However, we anticipate a
drop in the number of collisions that occur per mile traveled. For example, if the number of
total bicycle fatalities remains the same but the rate of bicycling doubles, the actual rate of
collisions would be reduced by half.

Pavement Condition
Conditions of the region's roads are critical to ensuring traffic safety. The average existing

pavement condition is 69 (ranked out of 100), which increases to 83 with the Plan. Without
the Plan, pavement conditions would deteriorate to 46.

PLAN PERFORMANCE | PUBLIC HEALTH

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

By adopting a Health in All Polices approach, SCAG will support improved health outcomes
across the region. To do so, SCAG will seek to implement the following work program which
will support an improved understanding of the role of the built environment and public health
outcomes bath within the agency and by our partners. Given that Public Health is a relatively
new focus for SCAG, the following strategies have been developed in a manner that seeks

to build off of the work of SCAG’s local jurisdictions and to provide support to those agencies
working to adopt public health policies as a focus in transportation and land use planning.

STRATEGY 1- LEADERSHIP AND COLLABORATION

Provide leadership in callaboration with regional partners (the county transportation
commissions, the county and city departments of public health, subregional partners, health
industry leaders, local cities, and other local stakeholder groups) to measure and imprave
public health and health equity outcomes by increasing awareness of the relationship
between the social determinants of health and the built environment throughout the region.

@ Action A: Increase regional engagement and collaboration on the issue of public
health, as related to the built environment and SCAG core planning functions,
by defining the issue and raising awareness among policy leaders, agency staff,
businesses and the public.

e Action B: Facilitate information exchange and region-wide collaboration through
SCAG Committees, health forums, and issue integration within other SCAG-led
forums (active transportation, poverty, economy, etc.).

e Action C: Develop and sustain partnerships with governmental agencies, local
non-profit organizations, colleges and universities, private foundations, and other
stakeholder groups to identify, coordinate and leverage existing and planned
public health activities.

TABLE 10 Plan Performance - Transportation Safety*

Result of Plan
Metric
2012 Rate 2040 Plan

Transportation Fatality Rate per 100M VMT 08 031

Transportation Severe Injury Rate per 100M VMT 4.29 160

*Please see the Performance Measures Appendix for more information on data sources ond methodology used to calculate
these outcomes.
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e Action D: Promote, develop and where feasible accelerate the adoption of policies
that support public health considerations across the region in day-to-day planning
activities that relate to the built environment.

STRATEGY 2 - POLICY AND ANALYSIS

Develop and support balanced regional policies using a “Health in All Policies” approach to
facilitate positive, equitable health outcomes for all residents of the SCAG region related to
accessibility, air quality, affordable housing, climate resiliency, economic wellbeing, physical
activity and transportation safety.

e  Action A: Integrate public health considerations as related to the built environment
throughout SCAG's decision making processes and planning activities.

s  Action B: Collaborate with regional partners to develop information on a
broad spectrum of health issues through data/statistics collection, modeling
enhancements and research.

@ Action C: Collaborate with interested County Transportation Commissions to
integrate public health related analyses and planning projects related to the built
environment into the Joint Work Programs.

e Action D: Support local and regional agencies in the application of health, equity
and sustainability consideration in transportation and land use policy efforts.

@ Action E: In collaboration with regional partners, identify policies and examples of
existing conditions that may create barriers to improving public health outcomes
and identify solutions.

e Action F: Support opportunities for cooperative multi-agency/multi-municipality
data systems, data sharing and resource pooling.

STRATEGY 3 - REGIONAL SUPPORT

Provide support, if requested, to regional and local initiatives, agencies and partners,
including the sharing of data, statistics, benchmarks, analysis tools and best practices,
to help local agencies integrate public health and health equity considerations

into the multimodal transpartation, economic development, job creation and land

use planning pracesses.

e Action A: Provide technical assistance to local agencies to support
implementation of the 2016 RTP/SCS, such as continued support through the
Sustainability Program Grants for transportation, land use and sustainability
planning efforts that support improved health outcomes or providing support and
assistance to local agencies seeking grant funding for projects that align with the
public health goals of the RTP/SCS.

@ Action B: Eliminate knowledge gaps by developing resources such as fact sheets,
documentation of best practices, policy templates, Toolbox Tuesday trainings and
website resources to support local jurisdictions interested in incorporating public
health considerations into their planning processes.

e  Action C: Seek funding to support local regional, countywide and local planning
efforts and consider implementing regional demonstration programs aimed at
integrating elective public health considerations into planning efforts.

REGIONAL AND LOCAL INITIATIVES

Since the adoption of the 2012 RTP/SCS, SCAG has supported efforts by local cities and
regional agencies to implement projects and plan that support improved public health
outcomes. For example, SCAG partnered with each of the six County Transportation
Commissions on Joint Work Programs that outline a range of planning activities and
programs to implement the active transportation, sustainability and land use provisions
of the 2012 RTP/SCS. Likewise, through SCAG's Sustainability Grant Program, SCAG
has funded numerous land use planning efforts, active transportation plans and transit
access plans. Finally, through a statewide partnership with the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments (SACOG), SCAG has partnered on the development of a Public
Health Module for SCAG's scenario planning process. The Public Health Module, as it
continues to be developed, will assist SCAG in determining the possible public health
benefits of increased rates of physical activity resulting from land use changes and active
transportation investments.

Below is an initial survey of local and regionalinitiatives from across the six counties of

the SCAG Region that support improved public health outcomes. Implementation of these
projects has been undertaken by a variety of county and localjurisdictions, some with the
support of SCAG and others through the initiative of the implementing agency. By providing
regional examples of successfulinitiatives, SCAG hopes to encourage and support the wide
spread adoption of similar initiatives. SCAG will continue to report on additional initiatives
over the coming years in order to assist its stakeholders in making the region a healthier
place to live, work and play.

Special thanks to Randall Lewis Health Policy Fellows, Lyndsey Nolan and Todd Choi, for
their contributions to the development of the Public Health Appendix,
including research and analysis related to the social determinants of health.






Access to Essential Destinations
Las Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Title

Description

Goals

Outcome

Status

Link

PLAN PERFORMANCE = PUBLIC HEALTH

The First Last Mile Strategic Plan & Planning Guidelines

The First Last Mile Strategic Plan & Planning Guidelines outlines a specific infrastructure improvement strategy designed to facilitate easy, safe, and efficient access to the Metro system,
in line with the principles and goals of SCAG's 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).

« Expand the reach of transit through infrastructure improvements
= Build on the RTP/SCS & Countywide Sustainable Planning Policy (multi-modal, green and smart)

The First Last Mile Strategic Plan & Planning Guidelines helps integrate the various modes provided by Metro (i.e. Bus and Rail) and also allows the integration of non-Metro provided
solutions into a more seamless user experience. In so doing, the Pathway aims to support broader policy directives related to clean air, health, and economic sustainability

Active

http:#/media.metro.net/projects_studies/sustainability/images/path_design_guidelines_draft_november_2013.pdf

Title

Description

Goals

Outcome

Status

Link

sbX Bus Rapid Transit Program

sbX is designed to provide more frequent and direct transit service along major corridors in the Omnitrans service area. While Omnitrans’ traditional network of local bus services provides
good coverage in its general service area, sbX provides a “premium” level of service that is more competitive with the automobile in capturing riders who are making medium- to long-
distance trips

Provide speedy, frequent, and affordable transportation to major destinations in the cities of San Bernardino and Loma Linda

The sbX Green ling, San Bernardino County’s first-ever express passenger service, offers quick, convenient, comfortable, and affordable transportation to major destinations in the cities of
San Bernardino and Loma Linda. The sbX fleet consists of fourteen deluxe 60-foot articulated vehicles powered by environmentally-friendly compressed natural gas.

Active

http:#www.omnitrans.org/services/sbx/
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INTRODUCTION

The concept of environmental justice is about equal and fair access to a healthy
environment, with the goal of protecting minority and low-income communities from
incurring disproportionate negative environmental impacts. Southern California, in its
unique demographic and geographic diversity, presents a keen opportunity to promote
environmental justice in the administration of transportation and land use decisions

that affect residents’ daily lives. The Southern California Association of Governments’
(SCAG) 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Cammunities Strategy
(2016 RTP/SCS or Plan) is designed to create region-wide benefits that are distributed
equitably, while ensuring that any one group does not carry the burdens of development
disproportionately. It's particularly important that the Plan considers the consequences of
transportation projects on low-income and minority communities, and minimizes negative
impacts. This Appendix will address the potential impacts of the 2016 RTP/SCS on low
income and minority population groups, and will also examine historical trends related to
environmental justice throughout the region.

TITLEVIAND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE OVERVIEW

Consideration of environmental justice in the transpartation planning process stems from
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 42 U.S.C. 2000 d et seq. (Title V). Title VI establishes
the need for transportation agencies to disclose to the public the benefits and burdens of
proposed projects on minority populations. Title VI states that “No person in the United
States shall, on the ground of race, color or national origin, be excluded from participation
in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity
receiving Federal financial assistance.” Additionally, Title VI not only bars intentional
discrimination, but also unjustified disparate impact discrimination. Disparate impacts
result from policies and practices that are neutral on their face (i.e., there is no evidence of
intentional discrimination), but have the effect of discrimination on protected groups.

In the 1990s, the federal executive branch issued orders on environmental justice that
amplified Title VI, in part by providing protections on the basis of income as well as race.
These directives, which included President Clinton’s Executive Order 12898 (1994)

and subsequent U.S. Department of Transportation (US DOT) and Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) orders (1997 and 1998, respectivelu), along with 31999 US DOT
guidance memorandum, ordered every federal agency to make environmental justice part of
its mission by identifying and addressing the effects of all programs, policies and activities on
underrepresented groups and low-income populations. Reinforcing Title VI, these measures
ensure that every federally funded project nationwide consider the human environment
when undertaking the planning and decision-making process.

On August 4, 2011, 17 federal agencies signed the “Memorandum of Understanding on
Environmental Justice and Executive Order 12898." The signatories, including the US DOT,
agreed to develop environmental justice strategies to protect the health of people living

in communities overburdened by pollution and to provide the public with annual progress
reports on their efforts. The MOU advances agency responsibilities cutlined in the 1994
Executive Order 12898, and directs each of the federal agencies to make environmentat
justice part of its mission and to work with other agencies on environmental justice issues as
members of the Interagency Working Group on environmental justice.

In response to this MOU, US DOT revised its environmental justice strategy. The revisions
reinforce the US DOT's programs and policies related to environmental justice and
strengthen its efforts to outreach ta minority and low-income populations. In addition, the
Federal Transit Authority (FTA) issued two Circulars on Title VI and environmental justice in
201 and 2012 to clarify the requirements and offer guidance. FTA Circular 4702.1A, Title VI
Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration Recipients (Docket No. FTA-
20M-0054) pravides infarmation required in the Title VI Program, changes the reporting
requirement from every four years to every three years, and adds a requirement for mapping
and charts to analyze the impacts of the distribution of state and federal public transportation
funds. The FTA Circular 4703.1, Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for Federal Transit
Administration Recipients {Docket No. FTA-2011-0055) provides recommendations to
MPQs (and other recipients of FTA funds) on how to fully engage environmental justice
populations in the public transportation decision-making process; how to determine whether
environmental justice populations would be subjected to disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects as a result of a transpaortation plan, project, or
activity; and how to avoid, minimize or mitigate these effects.

In addition to Federal requirements, SCAG must comply with California Government Code
Section 11135, which states that, “no person in the State of California shall, on the basis of
race, national arigin, ethnic group identification, religion, age, sex, sexual orientation, color,
or disability, be unlawfully denied full and equal access to the benefits of, or be unlawfully
subjected to discrimination under, any program or activity that is conducted, operated, or
administered by the state or by any state agency that is funded directly by the state, or
receives any financial assistance from the state.” California Senate Bill 115, passed in 1999,
also established the definition of “environmental justice” in the California Government

Code as “the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures and income with respect ta
development, adoption and implementation of environmental laws, regulations and policies.”

The State of California also provides guidance for those involved in transportation
decision-making to address environmental justice. In 2003, the California Department

of Transportation (Caltrans) published the Desk Guide on environmental justice in
Transportation Planning and Investments to provide information and examples of ways to
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promote environmental justice. The Desk Guide identified requirements for public agencies,
guidance on impact analyses, recommendations for public involverment and mitigation.

Finally, under Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), SCAG is required to include a Sustainable
Communities Strategy within the 2016 RTP/SCS. The 2016 RTP/SCS represents the
collective vision of the six counties in the SCAG region, and provides a framework for the
future development of our regional transportation system. Through SB 375, the California
Air Resources Board (ARB) established per-capita targets for greenhouse gas emissions
reduction for cars and light trucks for the SCS. The targets for the SCAG region are eight
percentin 2020 and 13 percent in 2035, from 2005 levels. As part of the early target setting
process, the ARB appointed a Regional Target Advisory Committee (RTAC) ta recommend
factors to be considered and methadologies to be used for setting the targets. The RTAC
report was finalized in September 2009 and included a recommendation on housing and
social equity. The report recagnized the impact that palicies to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) could have on social equity, specifically calling for appropriately located affordable
housing to match local wage levels. The RTAC further recommended that displacement

and gentrification, as a result of changing land uses and increased housing costs, should be
addressed and specifically avoided to the extent possible in the SCS. As a result of the RTAC
recommendation and input fram aur environmental justice stakeholders, SCAG updated

its methodology in the 2012 RTP/SCS to include additional areas of analysis, including
gentrification and displacement, and continues this analysis in the 2016 RTP/SCS.

SCAG'S ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POLICY AND PROGRAM

As a government agency that receives federal funding, SCAG is required to conduct an
environmental justice analysis for its 2016 RTP/SCS. SCAG's environmental justice
program includes two main elements: technical analysis and public outreach. In the regional
transportation-planning context, SCAG's role is to 1) ensure that when transportation
decisions are made, low-income and minority communities have ample opportunity to
participate in the decision-making process, and 2) identify whether such communities
receive an equitable distribution of benefits and not a disproportionate share of burdens.
As such, SCAG adheres to all federal and state directives on enviranmental justice and
is committed to being a leader in the analysis of the environmental, health, social and
economic impacts of the 2016 RTP/SCS an minority and low-income populations in the
SCAG region. As part of SCAG's environmental justice program, the agency also:

e  Provides early and meaningful public access to decision-making processes for all
interested parties, including minority and low-income populations.

e Seeks out and considers the input of traditionally underrepresented
groups, such as minority and low-income populations, in the regional
transportation planning process.

@ When disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minarity or low-income
populations are identified, SCAG takes steps to propose mitigation measures or
consider alternative approaches for the SCAG region.

o Continues to evaluate and respond to environmental justice issues that arise
during and after the implementation of SCAG's regional plans.

Beyond the definitions outlined in federal law, executive order and state law, SCAG also
considers other population characteristics in developing its environmental justice analysis.
Factors such as children, elderly populations, vehicle-less househalds, individuals
without a high school diploma, and areas designated as disadvantaged by Senate Bill 535
(DelLeon) are also included as part of SCAG's environmental justice analysis, along with
several other factors.

OUTREACH EFFORTS

A key component of the 2016 RTP/SCS development process is seeking public participation.
Public input fram our environmental justice stakeholders helped SCAG prioritize and address
needs in the region. As part of the environmental justice outreach effort, SCAG compiled a
list of key stakeholders to be contacted regarding the 2016 RTP/SCS programs and policies.
This list is comprised of more than 600 individuals and organizations that were involved with
the 2012 RTP/SCS, as well as additional stakeholders such as advocacy groups concerning
environment, poverty, public health, and housing; public agencies; and other involved
groups. SCAG maintains this list regularly and allows interested stakeholders to sign up
anline for the mailing list.

SCAG held five environmental justice workshops on the 2016 RTP/SCS to ensure that

alt members of the public had an opportunity to participate meaningfully in the planning
process. To maximize participation from a wide range of stakeholders, two of the workshops
were held in the Inland Empire region and four of the five workshops were held in the evening
hours to accommodate work schedules and other circumstances. Workshops held in the
SCAG Los Angeles office were also available via videoconference at the other five SCAG
regional offices to ensure that geography would not be a limiting factor for participation.
Each workshop was attended by at least 25 participants who represented a variety of
stakeholders and environmental justice interests. The workshop dates and locations were:
November 20, 2014 (SCAG-Los Angeles); April 15, 2015 (Fairmount Park-City of Riverside);
April 23, 2015 (SCAG-Los Angeles); August 18, 2015 (SCAG-Los Angeles); and August 31,
2015 (Ovitt Family Community Library-Ontario).

The purpose of the workshops were to share information and updates on the environmental
justice process and analysis as part of the 2016 RTP/SCS, and to receive input on specific
environmental justice topics. While the first workshop was designed as a review of the






2012 RTP/SCS environmental justice analysis, the remaining workshops were designed to
maximize interaction with all participants and receive input on specific topics of evaluation
and analysis for the 2016 RTP/SCS environmental justice analysis. For these four
warkshops, SCAG staff provided a brief overview of the purpose of environmental justice and
updates on the 2016 RTP/SCS environmental justice process, after which small breakout
sessions were held. Each breakout session focused on one of four specific environmental
justice topics and was headed by a SCAG staff facilitator and notetaker. The SCAG staff
facilitator led a dialogue with participants and encouraged thoughts and input to be
expressed on the topic. Following the first breakout session, another session with the same
format was held, after which session volunteers verbally summarized input received during
their respective sessions. In addition to the special environmental justice workshops, SCAG
included environmental justice as a component of the 2016 RTP/SCS Open Houses, held
between May and July 2015.

In addition to the workshops, SCAG conducted focus groups and one-on-one interviews

with stakeholders to address specific topics that needed additional follow up prior to the final
two workshops. All focus groups and interviews were conducted by a third-party consultant
contracted by SCAG to allow stakeholders to share their thoughts and concerns candidly
and comfortably. More than 75 individual stakeholders were contacted to participate in focus
groups centered around specific environmental justice areas of concern, such as public
health, housing, impacts on racial and ethnic minority groups, and environmental impacts.
Stakeholders who were unable to participate in the set focus group date were invited to
participate in a one-on-one interview with similar questions asked at the focus groups.
Twenty-three stakeholders participated in the focus groups, which took place on July 21and

22,2015 at the SCAG Los Angeles office, and on July 23, 2015 at the SCAG Riverside office.

A focus group took place during the evening hours on July 21, 2015 to accommodate work
schedules of stakeholders who could not participate during the day.

In response to comments made at the workshops, SCAG followed up by organizing focused
meetings to further discuss methodology and ensure that it addressed the concerns

raised by our environmental justice stakeholders. Participants were also urged to attend
subsequent public workshops. Many of those who attended the environmental justice
workshops also attended the 2016 RTP/SCS workshops. Furthermore, to address the
comments made during SCAG's workshops, the environmental justice analysis has been
updated from prior years as follows:

e Expand analysis beyond regionalimpacts, and include a
community-based approach.

e  Examine historic conditions and assess the impacts of the 2016 RTP/SCS on
Urban and Rural communities.

e  Examine the distribution of transportation infrastructure investments
throughout the region.

PLAN PERFORMANCES = ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

e  Expand the previous analysis on jobs-housing balance/jobs-housing mismatch
and include findings on the pattern of low-wage jobs and affordable rental housing
throughout the region.

e  Examine the availability of employment, shopping, schools and parks within short
distances for low-income and minority residents.

e Tabulate the proximity of air quality monitoring stations near communities with the
highest concentrations of low-income and minority populations.

o  Examine the impacts of air pollution for minority and low income population
who live in areas near freeways and highly traveled corridors (also known as
“high volume roadways”).

e Include additional analysis to identify environmental justice concerns
for active transportation modes, including possible roadway hazards for
bicyclists and pedestrians.

@  Expand the public health analysis in the Appendix to include more information on
existing conditions.

@ Include analysis on the potential risks of climate change on environmental justice
groups, and provide recommendations for local jurisdictions to reduce harms.

e Include a broader range of tools for addressing potential environmental justice
impacts for local agencies.

e  Expand the analysis of existing conditions and identify trends at a
place-by-place basis.

e Increase the number of maps and visual aids in the 2016 RTP/SCS
Environmental Justice Appendix.

BACKGROUND ON TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

The fallowing section summarizes the technical approach emploued for the 2016 RTP/
SCS environmental justice analysis. Detailed methodologies explaining SCAG's approach
to assessing impacts for each performance measure are available within their respective
sections. As with previous plans, the goal of the 2016 RTP/SCS is to ensure that when
transportation decisions are made, low-income and minority communities have ample
opportunity to participate in the decision-making process and receive an equitable
distribution of benefits, rather than a disproportionate share of burdens.

3
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FINANCIAL PLAN

The financial plan deploys several strategies to implement nearly $13 billion of active
transportation investments included in the plan. About two thirds of the revenues are
assumed to support stand-alone active transportation projects; the remaining is assumed
to be implemented through a Complete Streets approach in which funding identified

for regional and local roadway maintenance and repair results in the restoration or
implementation of new active transportation facilities. Costs can be reduced significantly
through the practice of integrating active transportation into larger projects. The RTP/SCS
Financiat Plan assumes the following:

o  Capital Prajects ($8.1 billion)
e Regionally Significant Local Roads ($4.8 hillion)

SCAG assumes other non-transportation and local funding sources will be used to
implement active transportation projects across the region. For example, the City of Los
Angeles has been pursuing non-transportation related federal funds for the Los Angeles
River revitalization. The Army Corps of Engineers plan for the river has passed committee
and is now awaiting authaorization. SCAG's financial estimates would not include these
investments. The levels of investment are detailed in TABLE 20,

To gain a better understanding of local sources that will be used for active transportation

but are captured by the regional plan, SCAG conducted a survey of local jurisdictions. In

the survey, the majority of respondents indicated that federal and state grant programs
formed the basis of their bicycle infrastructure program. Nearly 68 percent use local funds
for matching federal grants. However, nearly 41 percent have dedicated set-asides to fund
sidewalk repair. Other revenues may be dedicated to local projects (including maintenance
and repair) that would not be captured in the survey without extensive review of all local
project expenditures, including individual maintenance projects, developer fees dedicated to
roadway/sidewalk infrastructure, property sales, etc. Plan Implementation

Implementing the plan will require collaboration with our local, state, and federal partners.
Below are the steps to guide SCAG staff aver the course of the planning horizon.

Strategy: Develop a regional bikeway network linking cities, counties, and
intrastate/interstate bicycle routes
e SCAG will collaborate with local jurisdictions to help adopt and implement the
proposed SCAG Regional Bikeway Network, Regional Greenway Network,
and local bikeway netwarks to help connect all local jurisdictions in the SCAG
region via bikeways.

@  SCAG will collaborate with local jurisdictions ta help plan, coordinate, and
implement access to the California Coastal Trail.

e SCAG will support construction of bikeways and pedestrian paths that connect
communities with and along "main streets” and business districts.

e  SCAG will support commercial/office building standards that provide secure
bicycle parking and amenities for bicyclists.

e  SCAG will coltaborate with local jurisdictions and stakeholders to better integrate
active transportation into non-traditional disciplines, such as public health,
watershed management, and open space.

e  SCAG will provide assistance to lacal jurisdictions and stakeholders across
agencies and disciplines in developing and implementing local Active
Transportation plans.

o  SCAG will work to connect and integrate the Regional Bikeway Network and
Regional Greenway netweark with deisgnated historic and scenic trails.

Strategy: Increase bicyclist and pedestrian access to transit
@  SCAG will support and encourage the development of “First Mile/Last
Mile” plans and projects.

e SCAG will support and encourage the development of "bike
share” plans and projects.

@ SCAG will support and encourage the development of coordinated land use, transit
and active transportation strategies in “Livable Corridors.”

e  SCAG will provide assistance to local jurisdictions and transit agencies in
developing areas at and around High Quality Transit Areas to make them more
pedestrian and bicyclist friendly.

e  SCAG will support planning and construction of bikeways and pedestrian paths
that connect communities with and along transit corridors.

Strategy: Increase the number of short trips taken by walking or biking
e  SCAG will provide assistance ta local jurisdictions in developing and implementing
local active transportation plans.

e  SCAG will assist local jurisdictions in researching innovative methads for funding
and repairing/upgrading of sidewalks.

e  Support active transportation strategies that increase the desirability and value
of local communities.

Strategy: Encourage implementation of complete streets policies
e  SCAG will provide assistance to local jurisdictions in developing and implementing
Complete Streets Plans.

o SCAG will encourage local jurisdictions to develop and implement
Complete Streets policies.
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Transport yourself 25 years into the future. What kind of Southern
California do you envision? SCAG envisions a region that has grown
by nearly four million people—sustainably. In communities across
Southern California, people enjoy increased mobility, greater
economic opportunity and a higher quality of life.





OUR VISION

In our vision for the region in 2040, many communities are more compact and
connected seamlessly by numerous public transit options, including expanded
bus and rail service. People live closer to work, school, shopping and other
destinations. Their neighborhoods are more walkable and safe for bicyclists.
They have more options available besides driving alone, reducing the load on
roads and highways. People live more active and healthy lifestyles as they bike,
walk or take transit for short trips. Goods flow freely along roadways, highways,

rail lines and by sea and air into and out of the region—fueling economic grawth.

Southern California’s vast transportation netwark is preserved and maintained
in a state of good repair, so that public tax dollars are not expended on costly
repairs and extensive rehabilitation. The region’s roads and highways are
well-managed so that they operate safely and efficiently, while demands on
the regional network are managed effectively by offering people numerous
alternatives for transportation.

Housing across the region is sufficient to meet the demands of a grawing
population with shifting priorities and desires, and there are more affordable
homes for all segments of society. With more connected communities, more
choices for travel and robust commerce, people enjoy more opportunities

to advance educationally and economically. As growth and opportunity are
distributed widely, people from diverse neighborhoods across the region share
in the benefits of an enhanced quality of life.

With more alternatives to driving alone available, air quality is improved and the
greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to global climate change are reduced.
Communities throughout Southern California are more prepared to confront and
cope with the inevitable consequences of climate change, including droughts
and wildfires, heat waves, rising seas and extreme weather. Meanwhile, natural
lands and recreational areas that offer people a respite from the busier parts of
the region are preserved and protected.

At mid-century, technology has transformed how we get around. Automated
cars have emerged as a viable option for people and are being integrated

into the averall transportation system. Shared mobility options that rely on
instantaneous communication and paperless transactions have matured, and
new markets for mability are created and strengthened.

Above all, people across the region possess more choices for getting around
and with those choices come opportunities to live healthier, more economically
secure and higher quality lives.

This vision for mid-century, which is built on input received from thousands

of people across Southern California, is embadied in the 2016 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS,

or Plan), a major planning document for our regional transpartation and land
use network. It balances the region’s future mobility and housing needs with
economic, environmental and public health goals. This long-range Plan,
required by the State of Californis and the federal gavernment, is updated by
SCAG every four years as demographic, economic and policy circumstances
change. The 2016 RTP/SCS is a living, evolving blueprint for our region’s future.

OUR OVERARCHING STRATEGY

Itis clear that the path toward realizing our vision will require a single unified
strategy, one that integrates planning for how we use our land with planning
for how we get around.

Here is what we mean: we can choose to build new sprawling communities that
pave aver undeveloped natural lands, necessitating the construction of new
roads and highways—which will undoubtedly become quickly overcrowded
and contribute to regional air pollution and ever-increasing greenhouse gas
emissions that affect climate change.

Or, we can grow in more compact communities in existing urban areas,
providing neighborhoods with efficient and plentiful public transit, abundant and
safe opportunities to walk, bike and pursue other forms of active transpartation,
and preserving more of the region’s remaining natural lands for people to enjoy.
This second vision captures the essence of what people have said they want
during SCAG outreach to communities across the region.

SCAG acknowledges that more compact communities are not for everyone,
and that many residents of our region prefer to live in established suburban
neighbarhoods. The agency supports local control for local land use decisions,
while striving for a regional vision of more sustainable growth,

Within the 2016 RTP/SCS, you will read about plans for “High Quality Transit
Areas,” “Livable Corridors” and “Neighborhood Mobility Areas” These are a few
of the key features of a thoughtfully planned, maturing region in which people
benefit from increased mobility, more active lifestyles, increased economic
opportunity and an overall higher quality of life. These features embody the idea
of integrating planning for how we use land with planning for transportation.





As we pursue this unified strategy, it will be vital that we ensure that the benefits
of our initiatives are widely distributed and that the burdens of development

are not carried by any one group disproportionately. Social equity and
environmental justice are key considerations of our overall Plan.

CHALLENGES WE FACE

We are living at a time of great change in Southern California. Our region
must confront several challenges as we pursue the goals outlined
in the 2016 RTP/SCS:

]

We are growing slower: But our region is projected to grow to 22
million people by 2040—an increase of nearly four million people.

Our overall pepulation will be older: The median age of our region’s
overall population is expected to rise, with an increasing share of
senior citizens. This demographic shift will have major impacts on
transportation needs and on our transportation plans. A key challenge
for the region will be to provide seniors with more transportation
options for maintaining their independence as they age.

A smaller percentage of us will be working: The share of younger
people of working age is expected to fall. The ratio of people over

the age of 65 to people of working age (15 to 64) is expected to
increase. This means that our region could face a labor shortage and a
subsequent reduction in tax revenues.

Alarge number of us want more urban lifestyles: Today’s Millennials,
born between 1980 and 2000, are expected to demand more
compact communities and more access to transit—shifting regional
priorities for the overall transportation system and the types of
housing that are constructed. Baby Boomers are also expected to
increasingly desire these kinds of communities.

Many of us will continue to live in the suburbs and drive alone:
Despite the emerging trends discussed above, many people in the
region will continue to live in suburban neighborhoods and drive
alone to work, school, shopping and other destinations—rather than
use public transit and other transportation alternatives. The 2016
RTP/SCS will not change how everyone chooses to get around, but
the Plan is designed to offer residents more choices so that we can
experience regionwide benefits.

Housing prices are increasing: Housing prices are rising steadily and
affordability is declining. As communities are redeveloped to be more

compact with new transit options and revitalized urban amenities,
existing residents may risk displacement.

Our transportation system requires rehabilitation and maintenance:
Southern California’s transportation system is becoming increasingly
compromised by decades of underinvestment in maintaining and
preserving our infrastructure. These investments have not kept pace
with the demands placed on the system and the quality of many

of our roads, highwauys, bridges, transit and bicycle and pedestrian
facilities is continuing to deteriorate. If we continue an our current
path of seriously underfunding system preservation, the cost of
bringing our system back to a reasonable state of good repair

will grow exponentially.

Transportation funding is scarce and insufficient: Full funding for
transportation improvements is currently not sustainable, given the
projected needs. Projected revenues from the gas tax, the historic
source of transportation funding, will not meet transportation
investment needs—and gas tax revenues, in real terms, are actually
in decline as tax rates {both state and federal) have not been adjusted
in more than two decades while the number of mare fuel efficient and
alternative powered vehicles continues to grow.

Maoving goods through the region faces growing pains: The movement
of goods will face numerous challenges as consumer demand for
products increases and the region continues to grow as a major
exchange point for global trade. Infrastructure for freight traffic will be
strained, current efforts to reduce air pollution from goods movement
sources will not be sufficient to meet national air quality standards,
capacity at international ports will be over-burdened and warehouse
space could fall short of demands.

Technology is transforming transportation: Mobility innovations
including electric cars, the availability of real-time traveler
information, the expansion of car sharing and ridesourcing due to
smart phones and other technological advances will require updated
planning to smoothly integrate these new travel options into the
overall transportation system.

Millions suffer from chronic diseases: Many people in our region
suffer from chronic diseases related to poor air quality and physical
inactivity. Heart disease, stroke, cancer, chronic lower respiratory
disease and diabetes are responsible for 72 percent of all deaths in our
region. Nine percent of residents have been diagnosed with diabetes,
27 percent with hypertension and 13 percent with asthma, and more





than 60 percent are overweight or obese, according to the California
Health Interview Survey.

o  Climate change demands that we adapt: The consequences of climate
change will continue to impact everyday life for millions of people.
The region is expected to experience more droughts and wildfires,
water shortages because of drought but also because of declining
snowpack in our mountains, rising seas, extreme weather events, and
other impacts. Communities will need to make their neighborhoods
maore resilient to these changes.

OUR PROGRESS SINCE 2012

Although our challenges are great, the region has made significant progress
over the past few years.

TRANSIT

Transit service continues to expand throughout the region and the level of
service has exceeded pre-recessionary levels—mainly due to a growth

in rail service. Significant pragress has been made toward completing
capital projects for transit, including the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority {(Metro) Orange Line Extension and the Metro Expo
Line. Meanwhile, five major Metro Rail projects are now under construction
in Los Angeles County.

PASSENGER RAIL

Passenger rail is expanding and improving service on several fronts. The
Amtrak Pacific Surfliner is now being managed locally by the Los Angeles-
San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) Rail Corridor Agency; Riverside
County Transportation Commission (RCTC) completed the Perris Valley Line
in early 2016; Metrolink became the first commuter railroad in the nation to
implement Positive Train Control and purchase fuel-efficient, low-emission
Tier [V locomotives; and the California High-Speed Train is under construction
in the Central Valley, and planning and environmental work is underway in our
region to the Los Angeles/Anaheim Phase One terminus. Several other capital
projects are underway or have been completed, including the Anaheim Regional
Intermadal Transportation Center (ARTIC) and the Burbank Bob Hope Airport
Regional Intermodal Transportation Center, among others.

HIGHWAYS

The expansion of highways has slowed considerably over the last decade
because of land, financial and environmental constraints. Still, several projects
have been completed since 2012 to improve access and close critical gaps and
congestion chokepoints in the regional network, These include the Interstate
10 westbound widening in Redlands and Yucaipa, the Interstate 215 Bi-County
HOV Project in Riverside and San Bernardino Counties, and a portion of the
Interstate 5 South Corridor Project in Los Angeles County (between North Fork
Coyote Creek to Marguardt Avenue), among others.

REGIONAL HIGH-OCCUPANCY VEHICLE (HOV) AND
EXPRESS LANE NETWORK

The demands on our region’s highways continue to exceed available capacity
during peak periods, but several projects to close HOV gaps have been
completed. The result has been 39 more lane miles of regional HOV lanes on
Interstates 5, 405, 10, 215 and 605, on State Routes 57 and 91, and on the
West County Connector Project (direct HOV connection between Interstate
405, Interstate 605 and State Route 22) within Orange County. The region is
also developing a regional express lane network. Among the milestones: a one-
year demonstration of express lanes in Los Angeles County along Interstate
10 and Interstate 110 was made permanent in 2014; and construction has
begun on express lanes on State Route 91 extending eastward to Interstate 15
in Riverside County.

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION

Our region is making steady progress in encouraging more people to embrace
active transportation and more than $650 million in Active Transportation
Program investments are underway. Nearly 38 percent of all trips are less
than three miles, which is convenient for walking and biking. As a percentage
share of all trips, bicycling has increased more than 70 percent since 2007

to 1.12 percent. More than 500 miles of new bikeways have been constructed
in the region, and safety and encouragement programs are helping people
choose walking and biking.





GOODS MOVEMENT

The region continues to make substantial progress toward completing several
major capitalinitiatives to support freight transportation and reducing harmful
emissions generated by goods movement sources. Progress since 2012 has
included implementation of the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Program
(CAAP), which is reducing diesel particulate matter dropping by 82 percent,
nitrogen oxides by 54 percent and sulfur oxides by 90 percent; and the San
Pedro Bay Ports Clean Truck Program, which has led to an 80 percent reduction
in port truck emissions. The region has also shown progress in advanced
technology for goods movement, including a one-mile Overhead Catenary
System (OCS) in the City of Carson. Construction of the Gerald Desmond Bridge
has begun. Seventeen out of 71 planned grade separation prajects throughout
the region have been completed, and another 21 are expected to be complete in
20186. Double tracking of the Union Pacific (UP) Alhambra Subdivision has been
initiated. The Colton Crossing, which physically separated two Class | railroads
with an elevated 1.4-mile-long overpass that lifts UP trains traveling east-west,
was completed in August 2013.

SUSTAINABILITY IMPLEMENTATION

Since 2012, SCAG's Sustainability Planning Grant Program has funded 70
planning projects (totaling $10 million) ta help local jurisdictions link local

land use plans with 2012 RTP/SCS goals. Local jurisdictions have updated
outmoded General Plans and zoning codes; completed specific plans for town
centers and Transit Oriented Development (TOD); implemented sustainability
policies; and adopted municipal climate action plans. Thirty of the 191 cities
and two of the six counties in the SCAG region report having updated their
General Plans since 2012, and another 42 cities have General Plan updates
pending. Fifty-four percent of the cities reporting adopted or pending General
Plan updates include planning for TOD, 55 percent plan to concentrate key
destinations, and 76 percent include policies encouraging infill development.
Of the counties reparting updates or pending updates to their General Plans,
75 percent include TOD elements, 100 percent encourage infill development,
75 percent promote concentrated destinations, and 75 percent feature policies
to address complete communities. To protect water quality, 91 percent of
cities have adopted water-related policies and 85 percent have adopted
measures to address water quality. To conserve energy, 86 percent of cities
have implemented community energy efficiency policies, with 80 percent of
those cities implementing municipal energy efficiency policies and 76 percent
implementing renewable energy policies. Of the region’s 191 cities, 189 have
completed sustainability components, with 184 cities implementing at least ten

or more palicies or programs and ten cities implementing 20 or more policies or
programs. This last group includes Pasadena, Pomona and Santa Monica.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The state is offering new opportunities to help regions promote affordable
housing. In spring 2015, California’s Affordable Housing Sustainable
Communities (AHSC) program awarded its first round of funding to applicants
after a competitive grant process. Of $122 million available statewide, $27.5
million was awarded to ten projects in the SCAG region. Eight-hundred forty-
two affordable units, including 294 units designated for households with an
income of 30 percent or less of the area median income, will be produced with
this funding. Meanwhile, Senate Bill 628 {Beall) and Assembly Bill 2 (Alejo)
provide jurisdictions with an opportunity to establish a funding source to develop
affordable housing and supportive infrastructure and amenities.

PUBLIC HEALTH

The SCAG region has several ongoing efforts to promote public health. The

Los Angeles County Departments of Public Health and City of Los Angeles
Planning Department are developing a Health Attas that highlights health
disparities among neighborhoods. In Riverside County, the Healthy Riverside
County Initiative has formed a Healthy City Network to continue to successfully
work with the county’s 28 cities to enact Healthy City Resolutions and Health
Elements into their General Plans. The County of San Bernardino has recently
completed the Community Vital Signs Initiative, which envisions a "county
where a commitment to optimizing health and wellness is embedded in all
decisions by residents, organizations and government.”

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Since the adoption of the 2012 RTP/SCS, social equity and environmental
justice have become increasingly significant priorities in regional plans. For
example, plans to promote active transportation, improve public health,
increase access to transit, preserve open space, cut air pollution and more are
all evaluated for how well the benefits of these efforts are distributed among all
demographic groups. The State of California’s Environmental Protection Agency
(Cal/EPA) developed a new tool, CalEnviroScreen, which helps to identify

areas in the state that have higher levels of environmental vulnerability due to
historical rates of toxic exposure and certain social factars. Based on this tool,





16 RTP/SCS

much of the region can stand to benefit from Cap-and-Trade grants that give
priority to communities that are disproportionately impacted.

SETTING THE STAGE FOR OUR PLAN

SCAG began developing the 2016 RTP/SCS by first reaching out to the local
jurisdictions to hear directly fram them about their growth plans. The next step
was to develop scenarios of growth, each one representing a different vision
for land use and transportation in 2040. More specifically, each scenario

was designed to explore and convey the impact of where the region would
grow, to what extent the growth would be focused within existing cities and
towns and how it would grow—the shape and style of the neighborhoods

and transportation systems that would shape growth over the period. The
refinement of these scenarios, through extensive public outreach and surveys,
led to a "preferred scenario” that helped guide the strategies, programs and
projects detailed in the Plan.

MAJOR INITIATIVES

With the preferred scenario selected, the 2016 RTP/SCS, which includes
$556.5 billion in transportation investments, has proposed several major
initiatives to strive toward aur vision for 2040.

PRESERVING THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM WE ALREADY
HAVE (FIX-IT-FIRST)

The 2016 RTP/SCS calls for the investment of $275.5 billion toward preserving
our existing system. The allocation of these expenditures includes the transit
and passenger rail systems, the State Highway System, and regionally
significant local streets and roads.

EXPANDING OUR REGIONAL TRANSIT SYSTEM TO GIVE PEOPLE
MORE ALTERNATIVES TO DRIVING ALONE

The 2016 RTP/SCS includes $56.1 billion for capital transit projects and $156.7
billion for operations and maintenance. This includes significant expansions of
the Metro subway and Light Rail Transit {LRT) system in Los Angeles County.
Meanwhile, new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) routes will expand higher-speed bus
service regionally; new streetcar services will link major destinations in Orange
County; and new Metrolink extensions will further connect communities in the
Inland Empire. Other extensive improvements are planned for local bus, rapid
bus, BRT and express service throughout the region. To make transit a more

attractive and viable option, the 2016 RTP/SCS also supports implementing
and expanding transit signal priority; regional and inter-county fare agreements
and media; increased bicycle carrying capacity on transit and rail vehicles;
real-time passenger information systems to allow travelers to make more
informed decisions; and implementing first/last mile strategies to extend the
effective reach of transit.

EXPANDING PASSENGER RAIL

The 2016 RTP/SCS calls for an investment in passenger rail of $38.6 billion
for capital projects and $15.7 billion for operations and maintenance. The Plan
calls for maintaining the commitments in the 2012 RTP/SCS, including Phase
1 of the California High-Speed Train and the Southern California High-Speed
Rail Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which identifies a candidate
project list to improve the Metralink system and the LOSSAN rail corridor,
thereby providing immediate, near-term benefits to the region while laying the
groundwork far future integration with California’s High-Speed Train project.
These capital projects will bring segments of the regional rail network up to
the federally defined speed of 110 miles per hour or greater and help lead to a
blended system of rail services.

IMPROVING HIGHWAY AND ARTERIAL CAPACITY

The 2016 RTP/SCS calls for investing $54.2 billion in capital improvements
and $103.0 billion in operations and maintenance of the State Highway System
and regionally significant local streets and roads throughout the region. This
includes focusing on achieving maximum productivity by adding capacity,
primarily by closing gaps in the system and improving access and other
measures including the deployment of new technalogy. The Plan also continues
to support a regional network of express lanes, building on the success of the
State Route 91 Express Lanes in Orange County, as well as Interstate 10 and
Interstate 110 Express Lanes in Los Angeles County.

MANAGING DEMANDS ON THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

The 2016 RTP/SCS calls for investing $6.9 billion toward Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) strategies throughout the region. These strategies
focus on reducing the number of drive-alone trips and overall vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) through ridesharing, which includes carpooling, vanpoaling

and supportive policies for ridesourcing services such as Uber and Lyft;
redistributing or eliminating vehicle trips from peak demand periods through
incentives for telecommuting and alternative work schedules; and reducing

the number of drive-alone trips through increased use of transit, rail, bicycling,
walking and other alternative modes of travel.





OPTIMIZING THE PERFORMANCE OF THE TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM

The 2016 RTP/SCS earmarks $9.2 billion for Transportation System
Management (TSM) improvements. These include extensive advanced ramp
metering, enhanced incident management, bottleneck removal to improve
flow (e.g., auxiliary lanes), expansion and integration of the traffic signal
synchronization network, data collection to monitor system performance,
integrated and dynamic corridor congestion management, and other Intelligent
Transportation System (ITS) improvements. Recent related initiatives include
the Caltrans Advanced Traffic Management (ATM) study for Interstate 105

and the Regional Integration of ITS Projects (RIITS) and Information Exchange
Network (IEN} data exchange efforts at Los Angeles Metra.

PROMOTING WALKING, BIKING AND OTHER FORMS OF ACTIVE
TRANSPORTATION

The 2016 RTP/SCS plans for continued progress in developing our regional
bikeway network, assumes all local active transportation plans will be
implemented, and dedicates resources to maintain and repair thousands

of miles of dilapidated sidewalks. The Plan invests $12.9 billion in active
transportation strategies. The Plan also considers new strategies and
approaches beyond those proposed in 2012. To promote short trips, these
include improving sidewalk quality, local bike networks and neighborhood
mobility areas. To promote longer regional trips, these strategies include
developing a regional greenway network and continuing investments in the
regional bikeway network and access to the California Coastal Trail. Active
transportation will also be promoted by integrating it with the region’s transit
system; increasing access to 224 rail, light rail and fixed guideway bus stations;
promoting 16 regional corridors that support biking and walking; supporting bike
share programs; educating people about the benefits of active transpartation for
students; and promoting safety campaigns.

STRENGTHENING THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION NETWORK
FOR GOODS MOVEMENT

The 2016 RTP/SCS includes $70.7 billion in goods movement strategies.
Among these are establishing a system of truck-only lanes extending from
the San Pedro Bay Ports to downtown Los Angeles along Interstate 710;
connecting to the State Route 60 east-west segment and finally reaching
Interstate 15 in San Bernardino County; working to relieve the top 50 regional
truck bottlenecks; adding mainline tracks for the Burlington Northern Santa
Fe (BNSF) San Bernardino and Cajon Subdivisions and the Union Pacific
Railroad {UPRR} Alhambra and Mojave Subdivisions; expanding/modernizing
intermodal facilities; building highway-rail grade separations; improving port

area rail infrastructure; reducing environmental impacts by supporting the
deployment of commercially available low-emission trucks and locomotives;
and, in the longer term, advancing technologies to implement a zero- and near
zero-emission freight system.,

LEVERAGING TECHNOLOGY

Advances in communications, computing and engineering—from shared
mobility innovations to zero-emission vehicles—can lead to a mare efficient
transportation system with more mobility options for everyone. Technological
innovations also can reduce the environmentalimpact of existing modes of
transportation. For example, alternative fuel vehicles continue to become more
accessible for retail consumers and for freight and fleet applications—and

as they are increasingly used, air pollution can be reduced. Communications
technology, meanwhile, can improve the movement of passenger vehicles and
connected transit vehicles. As part of the 2016 RTP/SCS, SCAG has focused
location-based strategies specifically on increasing the efficiency of Plug-in
Hybrid Electric Vehicles (PHEV) in the region. These are electric vehicles that
are powered by a gasoline engine when their battery is depleted. The 2016
RTP/SCS praposes a regional charging network that will increase the number
of PHEV miles driven on electric power, in addition to supperting the growth of
the PEV market generally. In many instances, the additional chargers will create
the opportunity to increase the electric range of PHEVS, reducing vehicle miles
traveled that produce tail-pipe emissions.

IMPROVING AIRPORT ACCESS

Recognizing that the SCAG region is one of the busiest and most diverse
commercial aviation regions in the world and that air travel is an important
contributor to the region’s economic activity, the 2016 RTP/SCS includes
strategies for reducing the impact of air passenger trips on ground transportation
congestion. Such strategies include supporting the regionalization of air travel
demand; continuing to support regional and inter-regional projects that facilitate
airport ground access (e.g., High-Speed Train); supporting ongoing local
planning efforts by airport operators, county transportation commissions and
local jurisdictions; encouraging the development and use of transit access to
the region’s airports; encouraging the use of modes with high average vehicle
occupancy; and discouraging the use of modes that require “deadhead”

trips ta/from airports (e.g., passengers being dropped off at the airport

via personal vehicle).

FOCUSING NEW GROWTH AROUND TRANSIT

The 2016 RTP/SCS plans for focusing new growth around transit, which is
supported by the following policies: identifying regional strategic areas for






infilland investment; structuring the Plan on centers development; developing
"Complete Communities”; developing nodes on a corridor; planning for
additional housing and jobs near transit; planning for changing demand in
types of housing; continuing to protect stable, existing single-family areas;
ensuring adequate access to open space and preservation of habitat; and
incorporating localinput and feedback on future growth. These policies support
the development of;

e  High Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs): areas within one-half mile of
a fixed guideway transit stop or a bus transit corridor where buses
pick up passengers at a frequency of every 15 minutes or less during
peak commuting hours. While HQTAs account for only three percent
of total land area in SCAG region, they are planned and projected to
accommodate 46 percent of the region’s future household growth and
55 percent of the future employment growth.

e  Livable Corridors: arterial roadways where jurisdictions may plan for
a combination of the following elements: high-quality bus frequency;
higher density residential and emploument at key intersections; and
increased active transportation through dedicated bikeways.

e  Neighborhood Mobility Areas (NMAs): strategies are intended to
provide sustainable transportation options for residents of the region
who lack convenient access to high-frequency transit but make many
short trips within their urban neighborhoods. NMAs are conducive
to active transportation and include a “Complete Streets” approach
to roadway improvements to encourage replacing single- and
multi-occupant automobile use with biking, walking, skateboarding,
neighborhood electric vehicles and senior mobility devices.

IMPROVING AIR QUALITY AND REDUCING GREENHOUSE GASES

Itis through integrated planning for land use and transportation that the SCAG
region, through the initiatives discussed in this section, will strive toward a more
sustainable region. The SCAG region must achieve specific federal air quality
standards. It also is required by state law to lower regional greenhouse gas
emissions. California law requires the region to reduce per capita greenhouse
gas emissions in the SCAG region by eight percent by 2020—compared

with 2005 levels—and by 13 percent by 2035. The strategies, programs and
projects outlined in the 2016 RTP/SCS are projected to result in greenhouse gas
emissions reductions in the SCAG region that meet or exceed these targets.

PRESERVING NATURAL LANDS

Many natural land areas near the edge of existing urbanized areas do not

have plans for conservation and are vulnerable to development pressure.
The 2016 RTP/SCS recommends redirecting growth from high value habitat
areas to existing urbanized areas. This strategy avoids growth in sensitive
habitat areas, builds upon the conservation framework and complements an
infill-based approach.

FINANCING OUR FUTURE

To accomplish the ambitious goals of the 2016 RTP/SCS through 2040, SCAG
forecasts expenditures of $556.5 billion—of which $275.5 billion is budgeted
for operations and maintenance of the regional transportation system and
another $246.6 billion is reserved for transpartation capitalimprovements.

Forecasted revenues comprise bath existing and several new funding sources
that are reasonably expected to be available for the 2016 RTP/SCS, which
together total $556.5 billion. Reasonably available revenues include short-
term adjustments to state and federal gas excise tax rates and the long-term
replacement of gas taxes with mileage-based user fees (or equivalent fuel tax
adjustment). These and other categories of funding sources were identified

as reasonably available on the basis of their potential for revenue generation,
historical precedence and the likelihood of their implementation within the
time frame of the Plan.

WHAT WE WILL ACCOMPLISH

Overall, the transportation investments in the 2018 RTP/SCS will provide a
return of $2.00 for every dollar invested. Compared with an alternative of not
adopting the Plan, the 2016 RTP/SCS would accomplish the following:

e  The Plan would result in an eight percent reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions per capita by 2020, an 18 percent reduction by 2035 and
a 21 percent reduction by 2040—compared with 2005 levels. This
meets or exceeds the state’s mandated reductions, which are eight
percent by 2020 and 13 percent by 2035.

e Regional air quality would improve under the Plan, as cleaner fuels
and new vehicle technologies help to significantly reduce many of the
pollutants that contribute to smog and other airborne contaminants
that impact public health in the region.

e  The combined percentage of work trips made by carpooling, active
transportation and public transit would increase by about four percent,





with a commensurate reduction in the share of commuters traveling
by single occupant vehicle.

®  The number of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per capita would be -
reduced by more than seven percent and Vehicle Hours Traveled
{VHT) per capita by 17 percent {for automobiles and light/medium
duty trucks) as a result of more location efficient land use patterns and
improved transit service.

o  Daily travel by transit would increase by nearly one-third, as
a result of improved transit service and more transit-oriented
development patterns.

e  The Plan would reduce delay per capita by 39 percent and heavy-
duty truck delay on highways by more than 37 percent. This means
we would spend less time sitting in traffic and our goods would
move more efficiently.

e  More than 351,000 additional new jobs annually would be
created, due to the region’s increased competitiveness and
improved economic performance that would result from congestion
reduction and improvements in regional amenities as a result of
implementing the Plan.

e  The Plan would reduce the amount of previously undeveloped
{greenfield) lands converted to more urbanized uses by 23
percent. By conserving open space and other rural lands,
the Plan provides a solid foundation for more sustainable
developmentin the SCAG region.

The Plan would result in a reduction in our regional obesity rate from
26.3 percent to 25.6 percent in areas experiencing land use changes,
and a reduction in the share of our population that suffers with high
blood pressure from 21.5 percent to 20.8 percent.

®

HOW WE WILL ENSURE SUCCESS

Our Plan includes several performance outcomes and measures that are used
to gauge our progress toward meeting our goals. These include:

@  Location Efficiency, which reflects the degree to which improved land
use and transportation coordination strategies impact the movement
of people and goods.

e  Mobility and Accessibility, which reflects our ability to reach desired
destinations with relative ease and within a reasonable time, using
reasonably available transportation choices.

e  Safety and Health, which recognize that the 2016 RTP/SCS has
impacts beyond those that are exclusively transportation-related (e.g.,
pollution-related disease).

e  Environmental Quality, which is measured in terms of criteria
pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions.

e  Economic Oppartunity, which is measured in terms of additional
Jobs created as a result of the transportation investments provided
through the 2016 RTP/SCS.

e Investment Effectiveness, which indicates the degree to which the
Plan’s expenditures generate benefits that transportation users can
experience directly.

o  Transportation System Sustainability, which reflects how well our
transportation system is able to maintain its overall performance
over time in an equitable manner with minimum damage to the
environment and without compromising the ability of future
generations to address their transportation needs.

The 2016 RTP/SCS is designed to ensure that the regional transportation
system serves all segments of society. The Plan is subject to numeraus
performance measures to monitor its progress toward achieving social equity
and environmental justice. These measures include accessibility to parks and
natural lands, roadway noise impacts, air quality impacts and public health
impacts, among many others.

LOOKING BEYOND 2040

The 2016 RTP/SCS is based on a projected budget constrained by the local,
state and federal revenues that SCAG anticipates the region receiving between
now and 2040. The Strategic Plan discusses projects and strategies that SCAG
would pursue if new funding were to become available. The Strategic Plan
discussion includes long-term emission reduction strategies for rail and trucks;
expanding the region’s high-speed and commuter rail systems; expanding
active transportation; leveraging technological advances for transportation;
addressing further regional reductions in greenhouse gas emissions; and
making the region more resilient to climate change—among other topics. We
anticipate that these projects and strategies may inform the development of the
next Plan, the 2020 RTP/SCS.






Caltrans Active Transportation Program Cycle 3
Glendale Transportation Center 1st/Last Mile Regional Improvements Phase Il

PROJECT LOCATION, DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY, DESTINATIONS

=]
LT )
. ’ d I 1
= {
\ i Y °
\ —+ 72 D
/ 4
3 mile bikeshed N 3 o/ 7/
b b/ 7 I’ 1
\ 29 .
| /B S
(1) l/
R~ A/ p
4 /.
Q <5) 72/
o o // 7,
e 2 :
o) Z ol LV
m Y, ° 2
z % 2%
(o}
3 % 2%
) / /
) © 2%
-
2 Atwater {., ~
2 Village ok /] °
\'L > \ o / '/ _______ -
?6\’, 4 N\ / e Jy N T
S L L N S L D> ST
\;O¢ N m
\ )
e N ;
PROJECT LOCATION N
1/2 mile W\
Los Feliz / walkshed NN
¥ X
<N
7 \
\
\
\
y \
\
e / N
¢ N\
7 N\
\
N
I
\
A
- PROJECT LOCATION ——— Glendale Beeline Routes —+— Metrolink/Amtrak Rail Glendale Galleria
:] DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY == = Metro Rapid Bus Routes =Glendale Transportation Center Bikeshed (3 miles) The Americana at Brand
Glsndale M <l Hospital and Health Cent e=ms= Enhanced Class |l Bikeway D Glendale Transportation Center Walkshed (1/2 mile) - Downtown Glendale
encate Memoral Fosplial and Fea ener Class | Bikeway [:___E City Boundaries Atwater Costco Regional Shopping Center
0 Metrolink Stations Class Il Bikeway - Public Parks Forest Lawn Memorial Park
s Class |ll Bikeway ’// Brand Blvd. of Cars @ Physical/Mental Health Services
I Schools Bicycle Friendly Street* @ Social Services
0 0.25 0.5

I ) Miles






Rl L= L= N L8 LY

=l

CalEnviroScreen 2.0 results

“—AQ=swE <A p=

~IAm -l,;_'l'q.

s B TR
Al
: ” E DI:!EH

L

ﬂ_a_—"-' __ N - Census Tract: 6037302401

|E|I d:ﬂnlue

b
_l.E:L mng’mr‘l Dr

UL -|L-,- L
_ILJEﬁU L
N VRN

. scores)
Population: 5,944

=N

race/ethnicity.

Pollution Burden: 23
Population Characteristics: 86

| Ozone: 357
PM2.5: 73
Diesel: 91
Drinking Water: 93
Pesticides: 0
Toxic Releases: 1)
Traffic Density: 51
Cleanup Sites: 95
Groundwater Threats:96
Hazardous Waste: 87

S 5 -

_E.F"alm E.'f-.l“wE

R

ngeles Bureau of Land Maﬂgement Esn
r AT W S

- CalEnviroScreen Score: 95-100% (highest

The following numbers represent the percentil
score for that component or indicator. A highe
percentile indicates a higher relative burden.
Scroll to the bottom for a pie chart of

T

Faal







Glendale Train Station Regional 1st/Last Mile Improvements - Phase |l
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		GLENDALE TRANSPORTATION CENTER WALKSHED PEDESTRIAN COLLISIONS 2008-2012 (METRO ATSP/SWITRS)

		OBJECTID		CASEID		POINT_X		POINT_Y		YEAR_		LOCATION		CHPTYPE		DAYWEEK		CRASHSEV		VIOLCAT		KILLED		INJURED		WEATHER1		PEDCOL		BICCOL		MCCOL		TRUCKCOL		ETOH		TIMECAT		MONTH_		CRASHTYP		INVOLVE		PED		PRIMARYRD		SECONDRD		DISTANCE		DIRECT		INTERSECT_		PROCDATE		JURIS		DATE_		TIME_		BADGE		JURIDIST		SHIFT		POP		SPECIAL		BEATTYPE		LAPDDIV		BEATCLAS		BEATNUMB		WEATHER2		STATEHW		CALTRANC		CALTRAND		STROUTE		ROUTESUF		POSTPRE		POSTMILE		LOCATYPE		RAMP		SIDEHW		TOWAWAY		PARTIES		PCF		VIOLCODE		VIOL		VIOLSUB		HITRUN		ROADSURF		RDCOND1		RDCOND2		LIGHTING		RIGHTWAY		CHPRDTYP		NOTPRIV		STFAULT		CHPFAULT		SEVINJ		OTHERINJ		COP		PEDKILL		PEDINJ		BICKILL		BICINJ		MCKILL		MCINJURE		RAMP1		RAMP2		CITY		COUNTY		STATE		X_CHP		Y_CHP

		27902		3933025		-118.25782213900		34.12757492070		2008		1925		0		1		4		10		0		1		A		Y										1800		10		G		B		B		CENTRAL AV		LAUREL		0				Y		6/4/09		1925		10/6/08		1559		14412		275		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21950		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		0		0		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		59507		4412700		-118.25795670000		34.12681914000		2009		1925		0		3		4		11		0		1		A		Y										1500		8		G		B		D		CENTRAL AV		SAN FERNANDO RD		10		N		N		5/13/10		1925		8/26/09		1300		14676		275		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21954		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		N		60		0		0		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		61313		4410562		-118.25322000000		34.12556000000		2009		1925		0		1		4		10		0		1		A		Y										1800		9		G		B		B		GLENDALE AV		CERRITOS AV		0				Y		6/15/10		1925		9/14/09		1705		16083		285		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21950		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		0		0		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		69207		4504116		-118.25782210000		34.12867135000		2009		1925		0		1		3		10		0		1		A		Y										2100		11		G		B		B		CENTRAL AV		LOS FELIZ RD		6		N		N		8/19/10		1925		11/30/09		1900		22553		275		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21950		A		N		A		H		-		C		A		0		Y		A				0		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		96121		4890553		-118.25797213900		34.12679489700		2010		1925		0		1		3		18		0		1		A		Y						Y				1200		9		G		B		B		SAN FERNANDO RD		CENTRAL AV		0				Y		9/19/11		1925		9/13/10		947		14236		277		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		C		-		0				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		-		-		0		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		113958		5124522		-118.25657611700		34.12532088230		2011		1925		0		1		3		11		0		1		A		Y										1800		3		G		B		B		SAN FERNANDO RD		CERRITOS ST		14		E		N		4/19/12		1925		3/21/11		1629		23218		278		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21456		B		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		N		60		0		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		148430		5540492		-118.25777926900		34.12865510210		2012		1925		0		1		3		11		0		1		A		Y										2400		3		G		B		B		LOS FELIZ RD		CENTRAL AV		13		E		N		8/7/13		1925		3/12/12		2113		22260		275		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21453		D		N		A		H		-		C		A		0		Y		N		60		0		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		159208		5726105		-118.25531732600		34.12372666200		2012		1925		0		4		4		10		0		1		A		Y										1500		6		G		B		E		SOUTH BRAND BL		SAN FERNANDO RD		110		S		N		9/27/13		1925		6/28/12		1300		40042		9999		5		6		0		0				0		4TL45		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21952				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		08		0		0		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0



		GLENDALE TRANSPORTATION CENTER BIKESHED BICYCLE COLLISIONS 2008-2012 (METRO ATSP/SWITRS)

		OBJECTID		CASEID		POINT_X		POINT_Y		YEAR_		LOCATION		CHPTYPE		DAYWEEK		CRASHSEV		VIOLCAT		KILLED		INJURED		WEATHER1		PEDCOL		BICCOL		MCCOL		TRUCKCOL		ETOH		TIMECAT		MONTH_		CRASHTYP		INVOLVE		PED		PRIMARYRD		SECONDRD		DISTANCE		DIRECT		INTERSECT_		PROCDATE		JURIS		DATE_		TIME_		BADGE		JURIDIST		SHIFT		POP		SPECIAL		BEATTYPE		LAPDDIV		BEATCLAS		BEATNUMB		WEATHER2		STATEHW		CALTRANC		CALTRAND		STROUTE		ROUTESUF		POSTPRE		POSTMILE		LOCATYPE		RAMP		SIDEHW		TOWAWAY		PARTIES		PCF		VIOLCODE		VIOL		VIOLSUB		HITRUN		ROADSURF		RDCOND1		RDCOND2		LIGHTING		RIGHTWAY		CHPRDTYP		NOTPRIV		STFAULT		CHPFAULT		SEVINJ		OTHERINJ		COP		PEDKILL		PEDINJ		BICKILL		BICINJ		MCKILL		MCINJURE		RAMP1		RAMP2		CITY		COUNTY		STATE		X_CHP		Y_CHP

		10183		3690776		-118.25324840700		34.13352966310		2008		1925		0		2		3		08		0		1		B				Y								1800		4		B		G		A		CHEVY CHASE DR		GLENDALE AV		384		W		N		10/17/08		1925		4/8/08		1745		14674		216		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		A		01		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		14545		3762113		-118.25506214000		34.13668441770		2008		1925		0		3		3		05		0		1		A				Y								2100		5		G		G		A		WINDSOR AV		BRAND BL		0				Y		11/22/08		1925		5/21/08		1900		22342		270		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		B		D		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		22570		3966561		-118.24987213700		34.11169433590		2008		1942		0		3		3		09		0		1		A				Y								2100		8		B		G		A		FLETCHER DR		PERLITA AV		0				Y		2/25/09		1942		8/13/08		2010		37806		1133		5		7		0		0		K		0		11T		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21801		A		N		A		H		-		C		D		0		Y		A		01		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		22914		3877725		-118.25503213900		34.13445663450		2008		1925		0		7		3		05		0		1		A				Y								2400		8		D		G		A		BRAND BL		ACACIA AV		0				Y		3/5/09		1925		8/17/08		2311		21110		279		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21650		1		N		A		H		-		C		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		26864		3936579		-118.24813259600		34.13265228270		2008		1925		0		5		3		05		0		1		A				Y								1800		9		H		G		A		PALMER AV		BOYNTON ST		285		E		N		4/13/09		1925		9/26/08		1615		20089		284		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		34263		3984781		-118.25786259300		34.13664245610		2008		1925		0		2		3		08		0		1		A				Y								1800		12		B		G		A		CENTRAL AV		WINDSOR RD		15		S		N		7/21/09		1925		12/9/08		1624		18890		272		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				F		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		I		20		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		42692		4146532		-118.24909330000		34.11236962000		2009		1942		0		6		2		05		0		1		A				Y								2100		3		B		G		A		FLETCHER DR		LA CLEDE AV		6		N		N		10/31/09		1942		3/7/09		1950		37806		1183		5		7		0		0		K		0		11TL32		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21650		1		N		A		H		-		C		A		0		Y		L		04		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		44364		4187312		-118.26764000000		34.13867000000		2009		1925		0		2		4		05		0		1		A				Y								1500		3		D		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		RIVERDALE DR		0				Y		11/19/09		1925		3/24/09		1258		19980		266		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21650		1		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		48186		4249341		-118.25177000000		34.13475000000		2009		1925		0		5		3		09		0		1		A				Y								1200		5		D		G		A		GLENDALE AV		ACACIA AV		0				Y		1/16/10		1925		5/1/09		937		18890		280		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21801		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		50994		4265003		-118.25557330000		34.13668490000		2009		1925		0		4		3		09		0		1		A				Y								1800		5		D		G		A		WINDSOR RD		BRAND BL		155		E		N		1/21/10		1925		5/28/09		1705		22449		279		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21804		A		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L				0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		51928		4279291		-118.25500360000		34.12742955000		2009		1925		0		6		3		03		0		1		A				Y								1200		6		D		G		A		BRAND BL		LAUREL ST		53		S		N		2/3/10		1925		6/6/09		1153		21057		278		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22350				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		53134		4311770		-118.26280050000		34.11615550000		2009		1942		0		5		4		21		0		1		A				Y								1500		6		B		G		A		GLENHURST AV		GLENDALE BL		25		W		N		3/1/10		1942		6/19/09		1418		24432		1133		5		7		0		0		K		0		DESK		-		N				0		0						0										2		A		-		22106				F		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		-		-		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		54761		4327009		-118.25520000000		34.12401000000		2009		1925		0		2		4		08		0		1		A				Y						Y		2400		7		D		G		A		BRAND BL		SAN FERNANDO RD		0				Y		3/18/10		1925		7/7/09		2326		21055				5		6		0		0				0				-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22100		A		F		A		H		-		C		A		0		Y		A				0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		55147		4326997		-118.25782210000		34.12872894000		2009		1925		0		6		2		08		0		1		A				Y								900		7		D		G		A		CENTRAL AV		LOS FELIZ RD		27		W		N		3/18/10		1925		7/11/09		803		21370		2		5		6		0		0				0		277		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		56565		4327037		-118.24906000000		34.13366000000		2009		1925		0		7		4		12		0		1		A				Y								2100		7		G		G		A		CHEVY CHASE DR		BOYNTON ST		0				Y		3/17/10		1925		7/26/09		1930		22342		280		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21453		A		N		A		H		-		B		A		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		60585		4412372		-118.24943660000		34.13713808000		2009		1925		0		1		3		08		0		1		A				Y								1500		9		D		G		A		WINDSOR RD		GLENDALE AV		596		E		N		6/17/10		1925		9/7/09		1317		14236		281		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				F		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		62162		4410586		-118.25522110000		34.12402297000		2009		1925		0		2		3		-		0		1		A				Y								1200		9		B		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		BRAND BL		4		W		N		6/15/10		1925		9/22/09		919		15093		278		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		0				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		64526		4454171		-118.24458520000		34.11361792000		2009		1942		0		3		3		05		0		1		A				Y								2100		10		D		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		FLETCHER DR		600		S		N		7/7/10		1942		10/14/09		2010		36698		1134		5		7		0		0		K		0		11T21		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		F		A		H		-		C		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		64971		4447069		-118.25520000000		34.12401000000		2009		1925		0		7		3		08		0		1		A				Y								1800		10		B		G		A		BRAND BL		SAN FERNANDO RD		0		S		N		7/9/10		1925		10/18/09		1745		22043				5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				F		A		H		-		B		D		0		Y		-				0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		65393		4466035		-118.25134820000		34.12041090000		2009		1942		0		4		4		05		0		1		A				Y								1800		10		B		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		TREADWELL ST		470		E		N		7/16/10		1942		10/22/09		1530		30095		1134		5		7		0		0		K		0				-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21650		1		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		A		01		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		65970		4444851		-118.25782210000		34.12868506000		2009		1925		0		3		2		17		0		1		A				Y				Y				1500		10		D		G		A		CENTRAL AV		LOS FELIZ BL		11		N		N		7/26/10		1925		10/28/09		1222		13540		276		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21200		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L				1		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		66357		4478115		-118.25784210000		34.13234298000		2009		1925		0		6		4		09		0		1		A				Y								1800		10		D		G		A		CENTRAL AV		PALMER ST		76		N		N		7/21/10		1925		10/31/09		1532		21995		276		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21804		A		M		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		A		01		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		67075		4478321		-118.25396220000		34.12284966000		2009		1925		0		6		4		05		0		1		A				Y								1800		11		D		G		A		GLENDALE AV		SAN FERNANDO RD		28		N		N		8/31/10		1925		11/7/09		1506		16899		226		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								Y		2		A		-		21460		A		N		-		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L				0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		70419		4532900		-118.25506210000		34.13702770000		2009		1925		0		5		3		05		0		1		C				Y								1500		12		D		G		A		BRAND BL		WINDSOR RD		125		N		N		9/22/10		1925		12/11/09		1310		19980		272		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21650		1		N		B		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		76771		4609702		-118.25789214000		34.13875489800		2010		1925		0		4		3		17		0		1		A				Y								1200		2		A		G		A		CENTRAL AV		RIVERDALE DR		0				Y		12/21/10		1925		2/18/10		1120		15093		269		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22517				N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		A		07		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		77981		4641582		-118.25831095700		34.14084896000		2010		1925		0		3		3		17		0		1		A				Y								2100		3		E		G		A		VINE ST		CENTRAL AV		127		W		N		1/14/11		1925		3/3/10		1819		21093		268		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22517				N		A		H		-		C		D		0		Y		A				0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		78869		4656382		-118.25506214000		34.13352489700		2010		1925		0		5		3		08		0		1		A				Y								1800		3		D		G		A		CHEVY CHASE DR		BRAND BL		0				Y		2/22/11		1925		3/12/10		1648		16899		273		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		80898		4665577		-118.25198213900		34.13352489700		2010		1925		0		5		4		08		0		1		A				Y								1200		4		B		G		A		GLENDALE AV		CHEVY CHASE DR		0				Y		3/8/11		1925		4/2/10		926		16899		279		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		-		-		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		81561		4686700		-118.26046277600		34.12761234100		2010		1925		0		5		3		03		0		1		A		Y										1200		4		D		G		B		GARDEN AV		LOS FELIZ RD		32		E		N		3/10/11		1925		4/9/10		1118		21995		277		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22350				N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		-		-		0		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		81638		4686696		-118.26408085200		34.13563023800		2010		1925		0		6		3		05		0		1		A				Y								1500		4		D		G		A		GARFIELD AV		SAN FERNANDO RD		130		E		N		3/10/11		1925		4/10/10		1353		20871		271		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21650		1		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		84264		5045856		-118.25204213700		34.11356489600		2010		1942		0		5		4		03		0		1		A				Y								2100		5		C		G		A		PERLITA AV		MINNEAPOLIS ST		0				Y		5/18/11		1942		5/7/10		1850		34426		1133		5		7		0		0		K		0		1TL24		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22350				F		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		-		99		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		84403		4726185		-118.25789214000		34.13875489800		2010		1925		0		7		4		12		0		1		-				Y								1500		5		D		G		A		RIVERDALE DR		CENTRAL AV		0				Y		4/25/11		1925		5/9/10		1255		19931		268		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22450		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		-		-		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		86551		4761301		-118.26111214000		34.13083489700		2010		1925		0		2		3		05		0		1		A				Y								2100		6		D		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		MAGNOLIA AV		0				Y		6/9/11		1925		6/1/10		1818		14412		274		5		6		0		0				0				-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21650		1		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		87984		4881791		-118.24509213600		34.11412489600		2010		1942		0		3		3		09		0		1		A				Y								2100		6		G		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		ROSWELL ST		0				Y		6/23/11		1942		6/16/10		1800		37672		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0				-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21801		A		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		-		-		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		89472		4820680		-118.25483676600		34.13239293900		2010		1925		0		5		4		08		0		1		A				Y								1200		7		D		G		A		S BRAND		E PALMER		54		N		N		7/1/11		1925		7/2/10		1044		21089		282		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		A		01		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		91179		4818859		-118.26443214200		34.14081489800		2010		1925		0		3		3		05		0		1		B				Y								1200		7		A		G		A		PACIFIC AV		VINE ST		0				Y		7/11/11		1925		7/21/10		1042		14236		266		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		91311		4865148		-118.24126213500		34.11806489600		2010		1942		0		4		4		09		0		1		A				Y								2100		7		A		G		A		FLETCHER DR		ESTARA AV		0				Y		8/1/11		1942		7/22/10		1830		33977		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		11TL32		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21801		A		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		A		07		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		91745		4853813		-118.25187122800		34.12078985200		2010		1942		0		2		4		05		0		1		A				Y								1500		7		H		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		TYBURN ST		100		N		N		8/8/11		1942		7/27/10		1330		27990		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		DESK		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21650				F		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		92485		4841965		-118.25098213900		34.13879489800		2010		1925		0		3		4		12		0		1		A				Y								1200		8		D		G		A		GLENDALE AV		MAPLE ST		0				Y		8/24/11		1925		8/4/10		1110		14236		254		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21453		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		93565		4861028		-118.24735430700		34.11639171000		2010		1942		0		1		3		08		0		1		A				Y								2100		8		G		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		ANDRITA ST		360		N		N		8/11/11		1942		8/16/10		2015		38357		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		13T53		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				M		A		H		-		C		D		0		Y		-		99		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		93991		4847942		-118.25765725300		34.12865568700		2010		1925		0		6		3		09		0		1		A				Y								900		8		H		G		A		LOS FELIZ		CENTRAL AV		50		E		N		9/12/11		1925		8/21/10		840		22328		275		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21804		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A				0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		94943		4866508		-118.24583213700		34.11489489600		2010		1942		0		2		3		-		0		1		A				Y								2100		8		G		G		A		SAN FERNANDO		FLETCHER		0				Y		8/23/11		1942		8/31/10		1800		37394		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		11A26		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		0				N		A		-		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		96039		4914048		-118.26658214100		34.12455489600		2010		1942		0		7		4		12		0		1		A				Y								1800		9		A		G		A		LOS FELIZ BL		EDENHURST AV		0				Y		9/30/11		1942		9/12/10		1615		33977		1123		5		7		0		0		K		0		11TL32		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22450		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		96041		4914201		-118.24625068600		34.11466265400		2010		1942		0		7		3		05		0		2		A				Y		Y						2100		9		-		G		A		FLETCHER DR		SAN FERNANDO RD		155		S		N		10/18/11		1942		9/12/10		1840		33977		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		11TL32		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		C		02		0		1		1		0		0		0		1		0		1		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		96704		4914183		-118.25829213800		34.12023489600		2010		1942		0		6		4		12		0		1		A				Y								1800		9		A		G		A		LA CLEDE AV		GLENDALE BL		0				Y		9/21/11		1942		9/18/10		1715		33977		1123		5		7		0		0		K		0		11TL32		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22450		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		99958		5016408		-118.25782213900		34.13079489800		2010		1946		0		4		4		09		0		1		B				Y								1800		10		H		G		A		MAGNOLIA		CENTRAL		0				Y		11/3/11		1946		10/21/10		1749		P4				5		4		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21802		A		N		B		H		-		B		A		0		Y		A		07		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		MONROVIA		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		100296		4963877		-118.25786214000		34.13485489800		2010		1925		0		1		3		08		0		1		B				Y								900		10		A		G		A		CENTRAL AV		ACACIA AV		0				Y		3/2/12		1925		10/25/10		803		14881		272		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22102				N		B		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		100972		4953125		-118.25782213900		34.12980489700		2010		1925		0		1		4		-		0		1		A				Y								1200		11		D		G		A		CYPRESS		CENTRAL AV		0				Y		11/19/11		1925		11/1/10		929		14676		275		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		0				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		102540		4993907		-118.25506046000		34.13357698500		2010		1925		0		2		3		05		0		1		A				Y								1800		11		A		G		A		BRAND BL		CHEVY CHASE DR		19		N		N		11/22/11		1925		11/16/10		1517		14236		279		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		106140		4751626		-118.26564814900		34.12503215100		2010		1942		0		4		3		00		0		1		A				Y								2100		12		B		G		A		LOS FELIZ BL		BRUNSWICK AV		5		N		N		12/9/11		1942		12/23/10		1800		39351		1123		5		7		0		0		K		0				-		N				0		0						0								N		2		D		-		0				M		A		H		-		B		A		0		Y		-		-		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		108067		5057021		-118.26245000000		34.13343000000		2011		1925		0		1		3		12		0		1		A				Y								1800		1		A		G		A		CHEVY CHASE DR		SAN FERNANDO RD		0				Y		3/12/12		1925		1/17/11		1639		13002		271		5		6		0		0				0		012		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21453		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		-		-		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		115735		5131286		-118.24080827800		34.11759458740		2011		1942		0		6		4		09		0		2		A		Y		Y								1500		4		D		G		E		ESTARA AV		FLECHER DR		220		S		N		6/7/12		1942		4/9/11		1420		34426		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		1TL24		-		N				0		0						0								N		3		A		-		21804		A		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		D		22		0		0		2		0		1		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		115902		5142974		-118.24350000000		34.11647000000		2011		1942		0		1		3		05		0		1		A				Y								2100		4		G		G		A		FLETCHER		AVENUE 32		0				Y		5/7/12		1942		4/11/11		1820		40595		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		11A26		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21650		1		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		116880		5161116		-118.25637000000		34.12981000000		2011		1925		0		4		4		08		0		1		A				Y								1800		4		D		G		A		ORANGE ST		CYPRESS ST		0				Y		5/23/12		1925		4/21/11		1700		21062		276		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				N		A		H		-		B		A		0		Y		A		01		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		118115		5160648		-118.26376251700		34.14248867610		2011		1925		0		3		4		17		0		1		A				Y								900		5		D		G		A		COLORADO ST		PACIFIC AV		200		E		N		6/20/12		1925		5/4/11		845		11449		263		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21663				N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		118728		5183460		-118.26903224200		34.13338295710		2011		1942		0		2		3		05		0		1		A				Y								1200		5		G		G		A		BRUNSWICK AV		CHEVY CHASE DR		8		S		N		6/21/12		1942		5/10/11		910		37225		1102		5		7		0		0		K		0		13TL55		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21650				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		119686		5190949		-118.25505246200		34.13830650500		2011		1925		0		6		3		17		0		1		A				Y						Y		1800		5		C		G		A		BRAND BL		MAPLE		14		S		N		7/30/12		1925		5/21/11		1504		16899		269		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21200				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		121116		5227054		-118.25063000000		34.13714000000		2011		1925		0		1		4		03		0		1		A				Y								1200		6		D		G		A		WINDSOR RD		PEPPER WY		0				Y		10/17/12		1925		6/6/11		1040		14236		279		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22350				N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		121122		5229216		-118.25936344900		34.12847291510		2011		1925		0		1		4		01		0		1		A				Y						Y		1800		6		D		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		LOS FELIZ RD		50		N		N		10/22/12		1925		6/6/11		1636		20089		275		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21200		5		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		122058		5233276		-118.24906000000		34.13487000000		2011		1925		0		4		4		12		0		1		B				Y								2100		6		-		G		A		BOYNTON ST		ACACIA AV		0				Y		9/10/12		1925		6/16/11		2035		13495		217		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22450		A		N		A		H		-		C		D		0		Y		-		-		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		125926		5267728		-118.25527649900		34.13352335730		2011		1925		0		4		3		03		0		1		A				Y								1800		7		B		G		A		CHEVY CHASE DR		BRAND BL		65		W		N		12/3/12		1925		7/28/11		1548		21995		273		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22350				N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		A		01		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		126972		5285700		-118.25505000000		34.13352000000		2011		1925		0		1		2		05		0		1		A				Y								2100		8		D		G		A		CHEVY CHASE DR		BRAND BL		0				Y		12/13/12		1925		8/8/11		1902		16083				5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		128896		5298037		-118.25275000000		34.12161000000		2011		1925		0		1		4		05		0		1		A				Y								1200		8		D		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		DOLORES ST		0				Y		12/1/12		1925		8/29/11		1103		14236		287		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		129572		5322866		-118.25215000000		34.13225000000		2011		1925		0		1		4		05		0		1		A				Y								1800		9		D		G		A		GLENDALE AV		PALMER AV		0				Y		12/13/12		1925		9/5/11		1502		14676		283		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		131255		5342909		-118.24508000000		34.11412000000		2011		1942		0		3		3		09		0		2		A				Y								900		9		D		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		ROSWELL ST		0		E		N		12/13/12		1942		9/21/11		745		37506		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		2TL15		-		N				0		0						0								N		3		A		-		21804		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		1		0		0		0		2		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		132841		5346421		-118.25788000000		34.13992000000		2011		1925		0		4		4		08		0		1		A				Y								1200		10		B		G		A		CENTRAL AV		W LOMITA AV		0				Y		12/28/12		1925		10/6/11		1142		21995		269		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		134218		5381253		-118.25788000000		34.13992000000		2011		1925		0		3		3		07		0		1		A				Y								1800		10		B		G		A		CENTRAL AV		LOMITA AV		0				Y		1/2/13		1925		10/19/11		1547		17256		269		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21658		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		134997		5368816		-118.25123811000		34.13796504600		2011		1925		0		4		3		05		0		1		A				Y								1500		10		D		G		A		GLENDALE AV		RALEIGH ST		48		S		N		1/8/13		1925		10/27/11		1211		15093		280		5		6		0		0				0		1211		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		135546		5390426		-118.25936000000		34.11465000000		2011		1942		0		2		4		12		0		1		A				Y								1200		11		D		G		A		TYBURN ST		MADERA AV		0				Y		1/24/13		1942		11/1/11		940		34265				5		7		0		0				0				-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22450		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		138985		5434201		-118.25786556800		34.13515655220		2011		1925		0		2		3		05		0		1		A				Y								1500		12		H		G		A		CENTRAL AV		ACACIA AV		110		N		N		2/1/13		1925		12/6/11		1218		20089		272		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		140776		5441701		-118.25505000000		34.13668000000		2011		1925		0		5		3		00		0		1		A				Y								1200		12		D		G		A		SOUTH BRAND BL		WINDSOR RD		0				Y		2/2/13		1925		12/23/11		1130		20814		273		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		D		-		0				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		-		-		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		141188		5466459		-118.26034968800		34.11860851600		2011		1942		0		3		3		00		0		1		A				Y								2100		12		G		G		A		GLENDALE BL		BRUNSWICK		8		S		N		2/2/13		1942		12/28/11		1825		33330		1123		5		7		0		0		K		0		11A1		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		D		-		0				N		A		H		-		C		A		0		Y		-		-		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		141260		5463556		-118.26793431400		34.12812995360		2011		1942		0		4		4		14		0		1		A				Y								2100		12		B		G		A		BRUNSWICK AV		RIGALI AV		300		S		N		1/26/13		1942		12/29/11		1815		27150		1102		5		7		0		0		K		0		11A1		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21201		D		N		A		H		-		C		D		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		142279		5495615		-118.25789214000		34.13994958000		2012		1925		0		2		3		17		0		1		A				Y								1800		1		D		G		A		CENTRAL AV		LOMITA AV		9		N		N		6/12/13		1925		1/10/12		1645		13540				5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21663				N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L				0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		143627		5460656		-118.24975733200		34.11179330070		2012		1942		0		1		4		00		0		1		C				Y								600		1		B		G		A		FLETCHER DR		PERLITA AV		50		E		N		6/10/13		1942		1/23/12		500		32268		1133		5		7		0		0		K		0		13T536		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		D		-		0				F		B		H		-		C		D		0		Y		-		-		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		145851		5491212		-118.25501213900		34.12859262380		2012		1925		0		2		3		08		0		2		B				Y								1800		2		B		G		A		BRAND BL		LOS FELIZ RD		30		S		N		7/16/13		1925		2/14/12		1557		14236		276		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		3		A		-		22107				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		07		0		2		0		0		0		0		2		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		146335		5531138		-118.26443000000		34.14164000000		2012		1925		0		1		4		05		0		1		B				Y								1500		2		D		G		A		PACIFIC AV		ELK AV		0				Y		7/1/13		1925		2/20/12		1212		14236		266		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		148543		5540661		-118.25506213900		34.13701398930		2012		1925		0		2		4		05		0		1		A				Y								2100		3		H		G		A		BRAND BL		WINDSOR RD		120		N		N		7/20/13		1925		3/13/12		2009		19682		273		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202				N		A		H		-		C		A		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		151892		5587869		-118.26153859000		34.13164779500		2012		1925		0		1		4		17		0		1		A				Y								1800		4		H		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		PALMER AV		189		S		N		8/17/13		1925		4/16/12		1721		21016		288		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22517				N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		A				0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		152199		5587909		-118.25789214000		34.13995780720		2012		1925		0		4		3		12		0		1		A				Y								900		4		G		G		A		CENTRAL AV		LOMITA AV		12		W		N		8/17/13		1925		4/19/12		634		21005		269		5		6		0		0				0		002		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21453		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		153393		5662616		-118.24614836800		34.11519310890		2012		1942		0		3		4		06		0		1		A				Y								900		5		B		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		FLETCHER DR		145		W		N		9/17/13		1942		5/2/12		750		39872		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		2T15		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21755				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		156517		5669782		-118.24495469000		34.11421007020		2012		1942		0		5		3		09		0		1		A				Y								2100		6		G		G		A		ROSWELL ST		SAN FERNANDO		52		N		N		10/7/13		1942		6/1/12		2020		35723		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		11A89		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21804		A		N		A		H		-		B		D		0		Y		A				0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		157287		5679480		-118.25036593600		34.11943249260		2012		1942		0		5		3		12		0		1		A				Y				Y				1800		6		H		G		A		SAN FERNANDO RD		TREADWELL ST		3		N		N		9/30/13		1942		6/8/12		1500		40099		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		11TL32		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21453		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		159777		5743182		-118.26284379400		34.11631902170		2012		1942		0		3		3		12		0		1		A				Y								1500		7		D		G		A		GLENDALE BL		GLENFELIZ BL		78		N		N		11/1/13		1942		7/4/12		1310		32996		1123		5		7		0		0		K		0		4T43		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21453		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		160217		5743165		-118.25869970600		34.12013714180		2012		1942		0		7		3		08		0		1		A				Y								1200		7		B		G		A		GLENDALE BL		REVERE AV		60		N		N		11/1/13		1942		7/8/12		1135		32973		1123		5		7		0		0		K		0		11TL21		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22107				N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		A		01		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		162294		5753389		-118.26191000000		34.11683000000		2012		1942		0		4		3		09		0		1		A				Y								1500		7		D		G		A		GLENDALE BL		MADERA AV		0				Y		10/26/13		1942		7/26/12		1200		32996				5		7		0		0				0				-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21801		A		N		A		H		-		A		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		164350		5796500		-118.26668619200		34.13870374100		2012		1925		0		1		3		05		0		1		A				Y								2100		8		D		G		A		RIVERDALE DR		KENILWORTH AV		20		E		N		11/23/13		1925		8/13/12		1842		20871		266		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21202		A		N		A		H		-		A		D		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		164598		5796499		-118.25499256000		34.12555683330		2012		1925		0		3		2		12		0		1		A				Y								2400		8		H		G		A		SOUTH BRAND BL		CERRITOS AV		8		N		N		11/23/13		1925		8/15/12		2134		21412		2		5		6		0		0				0		278		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21453		A		N		A		H		-		C		A		0		Y		A		01		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		166563		5772785		-118.25273000000		34.12871000000		2012		1925		0		5		3		05		0		1		A				Y								2100		8		D		G		A		LOS FELIZ RD		GLENDALE AV		0				Y		3/4/14		1925		8/31/12		2029		21110		282		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21650		1		N		A		H		-		C		A		0		Y		L		04		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		168063		5845242		-118.24411051700		34.11768336740		2012		1942		0		5		4		09		0		1		A				Y								2100		9		D		G		A		AVE 32		ANDRITA ST		4		W		N		12/11/13		1942		9/14/12		2005		30083		1124		5		7		0		0		K		0		11T21		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		21802		A		N		A		H		-		C		D		0		Y		A		07		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		LOS ANGELES		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0

		169047		5801036		-118.25215000000		34.13225000000		2012		1925		0		5		3		12		0		1		A				Y								2100		9		D		G		A		GLENDALE AV		PALMER AV		0				Y		12/4/13		1925		9/21/12		2020		24111		283		5		6		0		0				0		003		-		N				0		0						0								N		2		A		-		22450				N		A		H		-		C		A		0		Y		A		01		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		-		-		GLENDALE		LOS ANGELES		CA		0		0
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From: Wallace, Melanie@CCC on behalf of ATP@CCC

To: Robertson. Justin
Subject: FW: ATP involvement inquiry - Glendale
Date: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 8:22:24 AM

Good morning Justin,

The CCC is able to assist this project with items 12, 13, 23 and 26 of the Engineer’s information.
Please include a copy of this email with your application as proof of reaching us. Should this project
receive funding, please contact Edgar Lino (edgar.lino@ccc.ca.gov), our local project manager.

Thank you,

Melanie Wallace

Chief Deputy Analyst
California Conservation Corps
1719 24 Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
0(916)341-3153

M (916)508-1167

F (877)315-5085
melanie.wallace@ccc.ca.gov

Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at:

Save Qur

Water

SaveOurWater.com - Drought.CA.gov

From: Robertson, Justin [mailto:JRobertson@Glendaleca.gov]
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 2:33 PM

To: inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org; ATP@CCC <ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>
Cc: Zohrehvand, Fred <EZohrehvand@Glendaleca.gov>; Kamali, Arezoo <AKamali@Glendaleca.gov>
Subject: ATP involvement inquiry - Glendale

Hello,

This is a request for the participation of the Corps in an Infrastructure project, for which we are
requesting funds through ATP Cycle 3.

Project Title: Glendale Train Station 1%/Last Mile Regional Improvements Phase 11

Project Description:

This represents part two of a three-phase package of first/last-mile improvements in and around the
Glendale Transportation Center. This project will provide critical access for regional commuters by
improving facilities and wayfinding for bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit riders in one of Glendale's
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densest, highest-need, and highest-potential neighborhoods. Proposed interventions, including high-
visibility crosswalks, new Class I, 111, and IV bikeways, multimodal wayfinding, pedestrian-scale
lighting, and accessible curb ramps will make walking, bicycling, and public transit safer, easier,
and more pleasant, promoting improved health outcomes, air quality, and regional connectivity.

See the attached Project Location map. A preliminary schedule and estimate are also attached, and
are subject to change.

Please let me know if either of your organizations will be able to participate in this project.
Best,

Justin

Justin Robertson, Planning Assistant | City of Glendale | Community Development Department
633 E. Broadway, Rm. 300 | Glendale, CA 91206 | (818) 937-8308 | irobertson@glendaleca.gov
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V.

For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.

Get Adobe Reader Now!




http://www.adobe.com/go/reader





From: Active Transportation Program

To: Robertson, Justin

Cc: atp@ccc.ca.gov; Zohrehvand, Fred; Kamali, Arezoo
Subject: Re: ATP involvement inquiry - Glendale

Date: Monday, June 06, 2016 1:53:23 PM

Hello Justin,

Thank you for contacting the Local Conservation Corps. Unfortunately, we are unable to participate in this project.
Please include this email with your application as proof that you reached out to the Local Conservation Corps.

Thank you,
Dominique

On Fri, Jun 3, 2016 at 2:32 PM, Robertson, Justin <JRobertson@glendaleca.gov> wrote:

Hello,

This is a request for the participation of the Corps in an Infrastructure project, for which we
are requesting funds through ATP Cycle 3.

Project Title: Glendale Train Station 1°/Last Mile Regional Improvements Phase 11
Project Description:

This represents part two of a three-phase package of first/last-mile improvements in and
around the Glendale Transportation Center. This project will provide critical access for
regional commuters by improving facilities and wayfinding for bicyclists, pedestrians, and
transit riders in one of Glendale's densest, highest-need, and highest-potential
neighborhoods. Proposed interventions, including high-visibility crosswalks, new Class Il,
I11, and 1V bikeways, multimodal wayfinding, pedestrian-scale lighting, and accessible curb
ramps will make walking, bicycling, and public transit safer, easier, and more pleasant,
promoting improved health outcomes, air quality, and regional connectivity.

See the attached Project Location map. A preliminary schedule and estimate are also
attached, and are subject to change.

Please let me know if either of your organizations will be able to participate in this project.
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Best,

Justin

Justin Robertson, Planning Assistant | City of Glendale | Community Development Department

633 E. Broadway, Rm. 300 | Glendale, CA 91206 | 818) 937-8308 | jrobertson@glendaleca.gov

Dominique Lofton | Program Assistant
Environmental & Energy Consulting
1121 L Street, Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95814

916.426.9170 | inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org




tel:%28818%29%20937-8308
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Form Date: April, 2016 ATP Cycle 3 Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment A

Part C: Attachments
Attachment A: Signature Page

IMPORTANT: Applications will not be accepted without all required signatures.

Implementing Agency: Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director, or other officer authorized by the governing board

The undersigned affirms that their agency will be the “Implementing Agency” for the project if funded with ATP funds and they are
the Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to
commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also affirming that the statements contained in this application package are
true and complete to the best of thefir knowledge. For infrastructure projects, the undersigned affirms that they are the manager of
the public right-of-way faciliti spgnsible for their maintenance and operation) or the /have aythority over this position.

Signature: Date:
Name: 1 Phone: %‘) 1% ")"t‘[f} . LH;'JUrLf'
Title: CA‘{’\J Mﬁ\_l’LM‘ﬂﬂ/\{’ e-mail:

For projects with a Partnering Agency: Chief Executive Officer or other officer authorized by the governing board

(For use only when appropriate)

The undersigned affirms that their agency is committed to partner with the “Implementing Agency” and agrees to assume the
responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility upon completion by the implementing agency and they
intend to document such agreement per the CTC guidelines. The undersigned also affirms that they are the Chief Executive Officer
or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also
affirming that the statements contained in this application package are true and complete to the best of their knowledge.

Signature: Date:
Name: Phone:
Title: e-mail:

For projects with encroachments on the State right-of-way: Caltrans District Traffic Operations Office Approval*

(For use only when appropriate}

If the application’s project proposes improvements within a freeway or state highway right-of-way, whether it affects the safety or
operations of the facility or not, it is required that the proposed improvements be reviewed by the district traffic operations office
and either a letter of support/acknowledgement from the traffic operations office be attached or the signature of the traffic
manager be secured in the application. The Caltrans letter and/or signature does not imply approval of the project, but instead is
only an acknowledgement that Caltrans District staff is aware of the proposed project; and upon initial review, the project appears
to be reasonable and acceptable.

Is a letter of support/acknowledgement attached? If yes, no signature is required. If no, the following signature is required.
Signature: Date:

Name: Phone:

Title: e-mail:

* Contact the District Local Assistance Engineer-{DLAE) for the project to get Caltrans Traffic Ops contact information. DLAE contact information can
be found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/dlae.htm






Form Date: April, 2016 Cycle 3 ATP Callfor Projects - Application Form — Attachment B

ATP Engineer’s Checklist for Infrastructure Projects
Required for “Infrastructure” applications ONLY

This application checklist is to be used by the engineer in “responsible charge” of the preparation of this ATP
application to ensure all of the primary elements of the application are included as necessary to meet the CTC's
requirements for a PSR-Equivalent document (per CTC’s ATP Guidelines and CTC’s Adoption of PSR Guidelines -
Resolution G-99-33) and to ensure the application is free of critical errors and omissions; allowing the application to
be accurately ranked in the statewide and regional ATP selection processes.

Special Considerations for Engineers before they Sign and Stamp this document attesting to the accuracy of the
application:

Chapter 7; Article 3; Section 6735 of the Professional Engineer's Act of the State of California requires engineering calculation(s) or
report(s) be either prepared by or under the responsible charge of a licensed civil engineer. Since the corresponding ATP
Infrastructure-application defines the scope of work of a future civil construction project and requires complex engineering principles
and calculations which are based on the best data available at the time of the application, the application must be signed and
stamped by a licensed civil engineer.

By signing and stamping this document, the engineer is attesting to this application’s technical information and engineering data
upon which local agency's recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are made. This action is governed by the Professional
Engineer’s Act and the corresponding Code of Professional Conduct, under Sections 6775 and 6735.

The following checklist is to be completed by the engineer in “responsible charge” of defining the project’s Scope,
Cost and Schedule per the expectations of the CTC’s PSR Equivalent. The checklist is expected to be used during the
preparation of the documents, but not initialed and stamped by the engineer until the final application and
application attachments are complete and ready for submission to Caltrans.

PR

|} /‘
1. Vicinity map /Location map Engineer’s Initials: /[/ i
a. The project limits must be clearly depicted in relationship to the overall agency boundary

- -

{/
A
2. Project layout-plan/map showing existing and proposed conditions must: Engineer’s Initials: /-

a. Be to a scale which allows the visual verification of the overall project “construction” limits and limits of each
primary element of the project. Scale must be shown on the plan/map

Show the full scope of the proposed project, including any non-participating construction items
Show all changes to existing motorized/non-motorized lane and shoulder widths. Label the proposed widths

d. Show agency’s right of way (ROW) lines when permanent or temporary ROW impacts are possible. (As
appropriate, also show Caltrans’, Railroad, and all other government agencies ROW lines)

~r

/4

3. Typical cross-section(s) showing existing and proposed conditions. Engineer’s Initials: £
(Include cross-section for each controlling configuration that varies significantly from the typical)

a. Show and dimension: changes in lane widths, ROW lines, side slopes, etc.

P
4. Detailed Engineer's Estimate Engineer’s Initials: 4J (
a. The Caltrans Project Estimate (Attachment F) must be filled out per the instructions and attached to the
application, in the appropriate location.

b. Each of the main project elements are broken out into separate construction items. The costs for each item
are based on calculated quantities and appropriate corresponding unit costs

¢. All non-participating costs in relation to the ATP funding are clearly identified and accounted for separately
from the eligible costs. The non-participating (or ineligible) costs must be consistent with Caltrans guidelines
as shown in Local Assistance Program Guidelines chapter 22.6

d. All project elements the applicant intends to utilize the CCC, certified community conservation corps, or tribal
corps on need to be clearly identified and accounted for

e. All project development costs to be funded by the ATP need to be accounted for in the total project cost





Form Date: April, 2016 Cycle 3 ATP Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment B

P
5. Crash/Safety Data, Collision maps and Countermeasures: Engineer’s Initials: /‘///

a. Confirmation that crash data shown is depicted accurately, is shown to scale, and occurred within influence
area of proposed improvements.

6. Project Schedule and Requested programming of ATP funding Engineer’s Initials: -;5;776,—

a. All applicants must anticipate receiving federal ATP funding for the project and therefore the project |
schedules and programming included in the application must account for all applicable federal requirements
and timeframes.

“Completed Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application have been reviewed and verified

c. “Expected Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application account for all reasonable project
timetables, including: Interagency MOUs, Caltrans agreements, CTC allocations, FHWA authorizations,
federal environmental studies and approvals, federal right-of-way acquisitions, federal consultant selections,
project permits, etc.

d. The fiscal year and funding amounts shown in the PPR must be consistent with Implementing Agency’s
expected project milestone dates and available matching funds.

7. Warrant studies/guidance (Check if not applicable) Engineer’s lnitials:f;’-i £

a. For new Traffic Control Signals — an engineering study that includes analysis of Signal Warrants 1- 9
(CA MUTCD) must be submitted. For ATP funding, warrants 4, 5 or 7 should be met but the final
decision to install a signal must be made by the engineer. The engineering study (and any additional
documentation of the engineering judgment supporting the Traffic Control Signal, if needed) must
include the name and license number of the responsible engineer and must be attached to the
application in the "Additional Attachments” section.

O N/A

i Wi
8. Additional narration and documentation: Engineer’s Initials: {,Q

a. The textin the “Narrative Questions” in the application is consistent with and supports the engineering logic
and calculations used in the development of the plans/maps and estimate

b. When needed to clarify non-standard ATP project elements (i.e. vehicular roadway widening necessary for
the construction of the primary ATP elements); appropriate documentation is attached to the application to
document the engineering decisions and calculations requiring the inclusion of these non-standard elements.

Licensed Engineer: Engineer's Stamp:
pa
Name (Last, First):l (oo =2, /\/? 7/ |
N
Tltle | S —)“,:’ ) (\-”:- [& /: % '—‘.l.—"/i[ I

Engineer License Number[ C YIS |

Signature:.ﬂf;_f;?f ( : .

Date: ]4‘1-./73"' ,//g |

A

Email: |47 ¢

Phone: | 5/ F— 2 £ 7—F&<t | " 7







Caltrans Active Transportation Program Cycle 3
Glendale Transportation Center 1st/Last Mile Regional Improvements Phase ||
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

LOS FELIZ ROAD EXISTING looking north
Los Feliz Road RR to Gardena Ave.
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Glendale Train Station Regional 1st/Last Mile Improvements - Phase |l

PHOTO EXHIBIT KEY
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Glendale Train Station Regional 1st/Last Mile Improvements - Phase |l

PHOTO EXHIBIT

1. Los Feliz Road at City Limits, looking southwest into Atwater Village (City of Los
Angeles).

2. Los Feliz Road at Gardena Avenue, looking northeast.





4. Los Feliz Road at San Fernando Road, looking southeast.





5. Glendale Transportation Center - Metrolink/Amtrak Rail, Metro Bus, Glendale Beeline
Bus - at Cerritos Avenue/Gardena Avenue (red pin).

7. Gardena Avenue between Cerritos Avenue and Central Avenue, looking northwest.





9. Gardena Avenue between Central Avenue and Los Feliz Road, looking northwest.





11. S Central Avenue at Gardena Avenue, looking northeast.





13. Los Feliz Road at City Limits, looking northeast





14. S Central Avenue and Gardena Avenue Intersection






Instructions

		ATP  -  Application Instructions for 
Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Cost- Cycle 3

		• Applicants are expected to use this template for estimating/documenting the cost of construction items and the overall project costs. (eligible & non-participating)
•The Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs must tie to the information presented in Part 1 - 8 of the ATP Application Form.
• Do NOT input values in gray cells. These cells are formula-driven and will automatically update.

		Project (Engineer's) Information

		• The Licensed Engineer in 'responsible charge' of the overall ATP application must review all information presented in this Estimate form and ensure the values are consistent with the corresponding plans included in the application.   This requirement is considered necessary to ensure the ATP application meets the CTC's PSR-Equivalent requirement - including the use of construction items, quantities and unit prices that meeting industry standards for PSR-Equivalents.   The engineer is also expected to review the breakdown of eligible vs. ineligible (non-participating) costs shown in estimate and confirm they are consistent with the ATP Guidelines.

		Engineer's Estimate & Cost Breakdown

		For each construction item in this table, the following items must be filled: 

				Item:           indicate the name of a construction item used in this project.

				Quantity:   indicate the total quantity of each construction item

				Units:        indicate the units of measurement (i.e. Square Feet or SQFT.) Refer to the Unit Cost Guide tab

				Unit Cost:    indicate the unit cost for one quantity.

				Total Item Cost will be automatically calculated once the above information are provided for each line item (row).

				If more rows are needed to account for more construction items (including Overhead, General, or Landscaping) than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button on the right side of the form.   NOTE: Before clicking the button, first click on the Excel row number above where you want to add the line.

				General Overhead:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.    
The % of eligible vs. ineligible costs are automatically calculated based on the ratio of these costs for all of the other construction items.

				Landscaping:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.  
The eligibility of landscaping costs is dependent on if it is considered functional or non-functional (Decorative).   Functional landscaping is 100% eligible. The eligibility of the non-functional (Decorative) landscaping must be considered as part of the 5% maximum allowable for decorative costs. These decorative costs must include all items necessary to prepare for, install, and maintain the non-functional landscaping; including but not limited to: removal of existing concrete, roadway excavation, imported backfill/top-soil, irrigation, plantings, plant establishment, etc.    

		Cost Breakdown             See Caltrans ATP Guidelines, Chapter 22.5 and 22.6 for more details on eligible and ineligible items.

				ATP Eligible Items/costs:   these are expected to represent all construction items that are ATP eligible.   

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "ATP Eligible items".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

				ATP Ineligible (non-participating) Items/costs:  these are expected to represent all construction costs that are not ATP eligible.  The % and costs are automatically calculated based on the "%" value the applicant entered for the eligible costs. 

				To be constructed by Corps/CCC:  these are expected to include all items & costs that will be constructed by the Corps/CCC.

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "Corps/CCC to construct".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

		Subtotals and Contingencies:

				Subtotal of Construction Items:				This field will automatically calculate the total of all construction items indicated above.

				Construction Item Contingencies: 				Insert percentage of contingencies, which is intended to account for the cost of minor construction items not defined at the time the ATP applications are prepared.

				Total (Construction Items 
& Contingencies) cost:				This field will automatically calculate the total from all information indicated above.

		Project Delivery Costs:            The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for all Project Delivery Costs.

				Environmental Studies 
and Permits(PA&ED):				Total cost of Environmental Studies and Permits phase of the project. 

				Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):				Total cost of Plans, Specifications and Estimates phase of the project.    

				Total PE:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (PA&ED) + (PS&E)     Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for PE should not exceed 25%.  All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Right of Way Engineering				Total cost of Right of Way Engineering, including obtaining the RW Certification.

				Acquisitions and Utilities:				Total cost of  Acquisitions and Utilities.

				Total RW:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (RW Eng.) + (Acq.&Utilities)

				Construction Engineering (CE):				Total cost of Construction Engineering.    Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for CE should not exceed 15%.   All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Total Project Delivery:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (CE) + (Con. Item. & Contig.)

		Total Construction Costs:       The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for these Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above.  This value is to be used in filling out the application form.  

		Total Project Cost Estimate:          The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for the Total Project Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above. 
• This value must represent the total estimated cost of the entire ATP project.
• The application must account for the ineligible (non-participating) costs being funded with local funds.   Because this local funding is considered non-participating, it cannot be considered leveraging or matching funding.  

		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The following are examples of how Engineer's can present their logic and calculations for splitting the projects costs between eligible and ineligible (non-participating) costs.

		Example #1 - Pavement Rehabilitation:  The roadway paving and base repair needed for the roadway is within the limits of the new bike lanes and motorized lanes.  The area within the physical limits of the new bike lanes is estimated to be 3'x300'=900' and the area outside these limits is estimated to be 10'x300'=3,000'.   The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to the Pavement Rehabilitation is calculated to be 900/(900+3000) = 23%.   This split was used for Asphalt Concrete, Aggregate Base, and Excavation.

		Example #2 - New roadway lighting:  Of the newly lighted roadway width, the motorized lanes and parking lanes account for 40’ and the bike lanes and sidewalks account for 26’. The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to these streetlights is calculated to be 26/(26+40) = 39%.   This split was used for light poles, conduit, trenching, and new service.

		Example #3 - Decorative Items:  5% of the eligible construction item cost is $46,500 (per the calculation box just below the "Subtotal of Construction Items:").   The project includes decorative pavers (Item 10) which are estimated to cost $30,000 and are shown to be 100% ATP eligible.  The project includes decorative landscaping costs of $70,000 - made up of $10,00 plantings, $20,000 irrigation, $10,000 topsoil, and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal and roadway excavation.    For ease, the $10,000 in plantings is shown as 100% eligible; the $10,000 topsoil and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal & roadway excavation are shown as 100% ineligible (non-participating); and the ATP eligible portion of the irrigation costs is calculated to be $46,500-($30,000+$10,000) = 6,500  => 6,500/20,000 = 62.5%.   



















Engineer Est. & Project Cost

		Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs- Cycle 3

		Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).



		Project Information:

		Agency:				City of Glendale																		Date:		6/15/16

		Project Description:						Bicycle & pedestrian improvements around Glendale Transportation Center

		Project Location:						34°07'25.2"N 118°15'32.3"W

		Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate:																		Carter, Kevin						License #:				C44665



		Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:

		Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)																Cost Breakdown



																		ATP Eligible Costs/Items				ATP Ineligible Costs/Items 				Corps/CCC
to construct



		Item No.		Item 				F, D or M		Quantity		Units		Unit Cost		Total
Item Cost		%		$		%		$				%		$

		General Overhead-Related Construction Items

		1		Mobilization								LS				$0		91%		$0		9%		$0				0%		$0				For projects estimates with more Items (Overhead, General, or Landscaping) that than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button below.

Before clicking the button, click on the Excel row number you where you want to add the line

		2		Traffic Control								LS				$0		91%		$0		9%		$0						$0

		3		Stormwater Protection Plan								LS				$0		91%		$0		9%		$0						$0

		4										LS				$0		91%		$0		9%		$0						$0

		5														$0		91%		$0		9%		$0						$0

		General Construction Items (non-decorative only)

		6		Pavement Removal						667		CY		$100.00		$66,667		100%		$66,667		0%		$0						$0

		7		Over Excavation of Sub-grade (2"-6")						133		CY		$100.00		$13,333		100%		$13,333		0%		$0						$0

		8		Crushed  Miscellaneous Base (CMB)						133		TON		$75.00		$9,984		100%		$9,984		0%		$0						$0

		9		Asphalt Concrete Pavement (Surface and Base Course)						50		TON		$100.00		$5,000		100%		$5,000		0%		$0						$0

		10		Construct Integral P.C.C. Curb And Gutter 						2105		LF		$75.00		$157,875		100%		$157,875		0%		$0						$0

		11		Construct 4-Inch P.C.C. Pavement (Sidewalk and Curb Ramp)						2425		SF		$15.00		$36,375		100%		$36,375		0%		$0						$0

		12		Construct 4-Inch P.C.C. Pavement (Stamped at Traffic Median)						1580		LF		$20.00		$31,600				$0		100%		$31,600						$0

		13		Construct 4-Inch P.C.C. Pavement (Stamped at Bike Lane Median)						2870		LF		$20.00		$57,400		100%		$57,400		0%		$0						$0

		14		Construct 5-Inch P.C.C. Pavement (Residential Driveway Sidewalk and Apron)						1000		SF		$17.00		$17,000		100%		$17,000		0%		$0						$0

		15		Construct 6-Inch P.C.C. Pavement (Commercial Driveway Sidewalk and Apron)						1000		SF		$18.00		$18,000		100%		$18,000		0%		$0						$0

		16		Construct 8-Inch P.C.C. Pavement (Bus Pad and Local Depression)						1000		SF		$20.00		$20,000		100%		$20,000		0%		$0						$0

		17		Install Cast-In-Place Detectable Warning Surface on ADA Curb Ramps						60		SF		$85.00		$5,100		100%		$5,100		0%		$0						$0

		18		Install THERMO PLASTIC Zebra Cross Walk With 24-Inch Wide Solid White Longitudinal Lines Spaced 24-Inches Apart						2352		SF		$5.00		$11,760		100%		$11,760		0%		$0						$0

		19		Install THERMO PLASTIC white "SHARROW" pavement markings per California MUTCD Part 9, Figure 9C-104(CA) and per City of Glendale Sharrow Placement Standards						40		EA		$250.00		$10,000		100%		$10,000		0%		$0						$0

		20		Furnish and Install “BIKE ROUTE” D11-1 Sign Onto Post/Light Standard						9		EA		$200.00		$1,800		100%		$1,800		0%		$0						$0

		21		Install THERMO PLASTIC 4-inch Wide Solid Line						2170		LF		$2.00		$4,340		100%		$4,340		0%		$0						$0

		22		Install THERMOPLASTIC 6-inch Wide White Bike Lane Line Per Caltrans Standard Plan No A20d, Detail 39.						970		LF		$2.50		$2,425		100%		$2,425		0%		$0						$0

		23		Install THERMOPLASTIC 6-inch Wide White Bike Lane Line Per Caltrans Standard Plan No A20d, Detail 39.						930		LF		$3.00		$2,790		100%		$2,790		0%		$0						$0

		24		Install THERMOPLASTIC White Bike Lane Arrow Pavement Markings Per Caltrans Standard Plan No. A24a and Install Bike Lane Symbol Pavement Markings Per Caltrans Standard Plan No. A24c.						12		EA		$250.00		$3,000		100%		$3,000		0%		$0						$0

		25		Furnish and Install “BIKE LANE” R81(CA) Sign Onto Post/Light Standard						4		EA		$200.00		$800		100%		$800		0%		$0						$0

		26		Furnish and Install Signal Arm to Exisiting Pole						1		LS		$15,000.00		$15,000		100%		$15,000		0%		$0						$0



		Decorative & Landscaping-related Items    (Label items as "F" for Functional, "D" for Decorative,  or "M" for a mix of Decorative and Functional)

		27		Shade Trees				F		23		EA		$700.00		$16,100		100%		$16,100		0%		$0						$0

		28		Median Tress				D		3		EA		$700.00		$2,100		0%		$0		100%		$2,100						$0

		29		Remove Trees				F		1		EA		$2,000.00		$2,000		100%		$2,000		0%		$0						$0

		30		Irrigation / Water Connection						0		LS				$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		31		Furnish and Install BICYCLE / PEDESTRIAN WAYFINDING sign onto post/light Standard				F		8		EA		$500.00		$4,000		100%		$4,000		0%		$0						$0

		32		Furnish and Install LED Pedestrian-Scale Lighting				F		39		EA		$5,000.00		$195,000		100%		$195,000		0%		$0						$0

		33		Furnish and Install Conduit for LED Lighting				F		5000		LF		$15.00		$75,000		100%		$75,000		0%		$0						$0

		34		Furnish and Install Combination LED Pedestrian-Scale/Roadway Lighting (GWP cost estimate, inclusive)				M		8		EA		$12,500.00		$100,000		50%		$50,000		50%		$50,000						$0

		Subtotal of Construction Items:														$884,449				$800,749				$83,700						$0

																				$40,037		<= 5% of eligible CON costs (max. decorative, if applicable) 



		Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):												15.00%

Richard Ke: Enter % for Contingencies
		$132,667				$120,112				$12,555

		Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:														$1,017,117				$920,862				$96,255



		Project Delivery Costs:

		Type of Project Cost												Cost $

		Preliminary Engineering (PE)																		ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED):												$   47,406						$42,920				$4,486										$   (78.00)

		Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):												$   142,218						$128,759				$13,459				"PE" costs / "CON" costs

		Total PE:												$   189,624						$171,679				$17,945				19%		25% Max



		Right of Way (RW)																																41

		Right of Way Engineering:												$   -						$0				$0

		Acquisitions and Utilities:												$   -						$0				$0

		Total RW:												$   -						$0				$0										928



		Construction Engineering (CE)																										"CE" costs / "CON" costs

		Construction Engineering (CE):												$   95,000						$86,010				$8,990				9%		15% Max 



		Total Project Delivery:												$284,624						$257,689				$26,935										$   1,111.00



		Total Construction Costs:												$1,112,117						$1,006,871				$105,245

																				ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Total Project Cost:												$1,301,741						$1,178,550				$123,190										25.6666666667



		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The Engineer's logic and/or calculations for splitting costs between ATP-Eligible and Non-participating costs must be documented in this section of the Estimate form.  
Separate logic is required for each construction item listed above which is partly ineligible for ATP funding or is required for the construction of an ineligible item/element of the project.

		Item Number(s):				Description of Engineer's Logic:       (See examples shown in the Instructions)

		12				Modifications to the existing traffic median are necessary to accommodate the protected bikeway. However, aesthetic improvements to the traffic median (stamped pavement) are non-functional relative to the bikeway improvements, and are therefore considered non-eligible expenses.

		28				Modifications to the existing traffic median are necessary to accommodate the protected bikeway without widening the roadway. However, aesthetic improvements to the traffic median (3 trees) are non-functional relative to the bikeway improvements, and are therefore considered non-eligible expenses.

		34				Traffic median improvements to accommodate the protected bikeway requires replacing existing roadway lighting along the traffic median with combination pedestrian/roadway lights on the sidewalk; as the proposed combination lighting will include one globe for each purpose - roadway vs sidewalk - 50% of these costs are non-eligible expenses.
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DRAFT ATP Unit Cost Guide

		ATP Construction Item Unit Cost Guide      (For items common to ATP projects)



		Index #		Description 		Typical Units		Notes



		General Overhead and Contingency Related Construction Items

				Mobilization, RE office, Traffic Control, Water Quality, Clearing and Grubbing, temporary items, etc.		LS		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Mobilization 		LS		Dependent on project size & location

				Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan		LS		$5,00 to $10,000

				Erosion Control		LS		1.50%

				       Hydroseed		SF		Average $1

				       Fiber Rolls		LF		Average $5

				Traffic Control  		LS

				Clearing and Grubbing		LS



		Removal, Excavation, and Import Related Construction Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $35

				Embankment / Fill  / Import Material		CY		Average $25



				Remove Fence, Culvert, Inlet, Curb, etc.		Varies		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Remove Concrete (Miscellaneous)		CY		Sidewalk, Pavement & Curb/Gutter Average $75

				Sawcut existing AC		LF

				Sawcut and Remove existing AC and AB		SF

				Remove Existing Pavement		SF

				Remove Existing Sidewalk		SF

				Cold Plane AC (2" thickness)		SY		$1.75 to $3.50

				Remove Tree		EA

				Remove Power Pole		EA

				Utility Relocation		LS

		Roadway Paving Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $38

				Class 2 Aggregate Base		CY		$30 to $70

				Hot Mix Asphalt		TON		1 ton covers approx. 12' x 6.5' at 2" final thickness $40 to $125

				Place HMA Dike		LF		average $1.75



				Adjust Frame and Cover to Grade		EA		average $650



				Slurry Seal

				AC Dike



		Sidewalks, Concrete, Plazas, etc

				Concrete curbing		LF		6" x 6" average $3.50

				Curb & Gutter

				 		 

				Concrete Sidewalk 		SF		average $15

				Concrete Driveway

				Minor Concrete (Textured Paving)		SF		average $5

				Prepare and Stain concrete		SF		average $2.75



				Concrete Pavers / Bricks		SF

				Curb Ramp		EA		$3000 to $5,500

				Bollards		EA		$100 to $750



		Crosswalk and Roadway-Crossing Items

				Thermoplastic  Crosswalk		LF

				Bulb-outs (No Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Include Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Surface Mounted)		EA





		Striping and Pavement Marking Items

				4" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		$0.65 to $0.75

				6" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				8" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				Thermoplastic Pavement Marking/Legend		SF		average $5.5





		Signs, Flashing Beacons, Ped Signals, Signal Upgrades

				Sign- 1 post		EA		$250 to $300

				Sign- 2 post		EA		average $550

				Radar Speed Feedback Sign		EA

				Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (Ped Actuated)		EA		average $5000











		Lighting

				Pedestrian Lights  (Poles only)		EA

				Pedestrian Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Street Lights   (Poles only)		EA

				Street Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Conduit and Boxes		LF or LS		Option stand-alone item (can be part of lighting)







		Landscaping Items

				Transplant Tree		EA		No Palm Trees allowed. Average $400

				Tree Well		EA		average $600

				Remove Tree 		EA		Small trees are accounted for in clearing and grubbing (5" diameter or smaller) $700 to $800

				Tree Grate		EA		average $350

				Fall Tree		EA		average $1,000

				 











		Other Miscellaneous Items

				Minor Concrete (Minor Structure)		CY		average $1200

				6' Retaining Wall		CY		6' tall L shape wall 0.60 cy/lf.  Average $800

				4' Retaining Wall		CY		4' tall L shape wall 0.45 cy/lf.  Average $700



				Ped/Bike Bridge		EA





				Roadway Drainage		LS

				Chain Link Fence

				Iron / Decorative Fence
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Los Angeles County One Gateway Plaza 213.922.2000 Tel
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Los Angeles, CA go012-2952 metro.net

Metro

June 3, 2016

Mr. Malcolm Dougherty

Director

California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street, MS 49

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Letter of Support for Glendale Train Station 1st/Last Mile Regional Improvements Phase Il Active
Transportation Program (ATP) Application

Dear Director Dougherty:

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) is pleased to support the
Active Transportation Program (ATP) Cycle 3 funding request for the Glendale Train Station 1st/Last
Mile Regional Improvements Phase Il in the City of Glendale. The project will provide critical access
for regional commuters by improving facilities and wayfinding for bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit
riders in one of Glendale's densest, most disadvantaged, and highest-potential neighborhoods.

Metro is committed to promoting sustainable transportation through the implementation of policies,
programs, and projects that increase safety and mobility, enhance public health, and help achieve
greenhouse gas reduction goals across all of our communities. Active transportation is key to
achieving these outcomes.

In furthering these regional goals, Metro has developed multiple initiatives and programs to address
issues associated with bicycling and walking trips, including the Active Transportation Strategic Plan,
Complete Streets Policy, Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy, First/Last Mile Strategic Plan, Safe
Routes to School Pilot Program, and financial commitments as part of our 2009 Long Range
Transportation Plan (2009 LRTP) and biannual Call for Projects. Metro implements these policies as
part of a larger regional effort to support the Southern California Association of Governments’ 2016-
2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS) which
identifies active transportation as key to addressing Southern California’s mobility challenges.

This project is consistent with the 2009 LRTP and the 2016 RTP/SCS, as well as the shared priorities
and goals of our agency and the ATP. We endorse the City of Glendale’s efforts and contribution
towards a sustainable transportation future, and respectfully request a favorable consideration of the
Glendale Train Station 1st/Last Mile Regional Improvements Phase Il for ATP funding.

Sincerely,

s -

Phillip A. Washington
Chief Executive Officer





COUNTY OF LOoS ANGELES

Public Health

CYNTHIA A. HARDING, M.P.H.

Interim Director

JEFFREY D. GUNZENHAUSER, M.D., M.P.H.
Interim Health Officer

Policies for Livable, Active Communities and Environments

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Hilda L. Solis
First District

Mark Ridley-Thomas
Second District

Sheila Kuehl

Jean Armbruster, M.A, Third District
Director Don Knabe
Fourth District
695 South Vermont Avenue, South Tower, Suite 1400 Michael D. Antonovich
Los Angeles, California 90005 Fifth District

TEL (213) 351-1907 « FAX (213) 637-4879

www.publichealth.lacounty.gov
June 3, 2016

CALTRANS

Division of Local Assistance
Attn: Teresa McWilliam
1120 N Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Glendale ATP Application — Glendale Train Station 1st/Last Mile Regional Improvements Phase
II

Dear Ms. McWilliam;

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (DPH) is pleased to support the City of Glendale in
their application for funding under Cycle 3 of the Active Transportation Program (ATP) for the Glendale
Train Station 1st/Last Mile Regional Improvements Phase II.

DPH funded the adopted Glendale Safe and Healthy Streets Plan, which includes policies that support the
Glendale community’s ability to walk or ride a bike for recreation, transportation, and health; enhance
pedestrian and bicyclist safety; and pursue funding to support safety programs and projects. The proposed
project builds upon that Plan by including interventions that have been shown to improve safety and
encourage active transportation. The proposed project consists of high-visibility crosswalks, new Class I,
III, and IV bikeways, multimodal wayfinding, pedestrian-scale lighting, and accessible curb ramps.

This project will make walking and bicycling safer, easier, and more pleasant in one of Glendale’s most
disadvantaged neighborhoods. This community is in the 86th percentile for the Health Disadvantage Index;
residents have limited automobile access and are low-income, indicating that many may already walk and
bicycle as a primary means of transportation. The proposed improvements will improve access to the
Glendale Memorial Hospital and Health Center, and to rapid bus lines and the transit center.

We believe this has the potential to improve public health by: improving the safety of the walking and
bicycling environment, thereby reducing incidences of collision; providing increased opportunities for

physical activity; and improving health by increased equity, access and mobility for low-income residents.

The project is consistent with DPH’s Community Health Improvement Plan and Glendale’s Safe and
Healthy Streets Plan and Bicycle Master Plan. Thank you for your consideration of this application.

Sincerely,

Jean Agmbruster, M.A
Directox PLACE Program





Making Glendale a City where
Everyone Feels Safe to Walk and Bike

Mr. Malcolm Dougherty

Director

California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street, MS 49

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Letter of Support for Glendale Train Station 1st/Last Mile Regional Improvements Phase Il Active
Transportation Program (ATP) Application

The City of Glendale is submitting an Active Transportation Program (ATP) Cycle 3 funding request for the Glendale
Train Station 1st/Last Mile Regional Improvements Phase Il in the City of Glendale. Walk Bike Glendale
wholeheartedly supports this proposed project, as it will directly contribute to our organization’s commitment to
making Glendale a City where everyone feels safe to walk and bike.

Walk Bike Glendale, a local chapter of the Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition, was formed shortly after adoption
of the Safe and Healthy Streets Plan in 2011, the City’s first policy document focused on bicycling and walking. We
advocate for vibrant and safer places to walk and bike, promote walking and bicycling as fun and sustainable
alternatives to driving, educate to increase safety on our streets, and inspire the community to get involved and
make a difference. Here are a few of the reasons we support this funding project for Glendale:

e It expands first-mile/last-mile access, reduces vehicle miles traveled, and “completes” area streets. It
promotes walking, bicycling, and public transit as safe, viable, healthful, and cost-effective alternatives for
local and regional travelers alike.

o Pedestrian improvements: wayfinding, lighting, and high-visibility crosswalks; widened sidewalks

e Bicycle facilities: new Class Il, 11, and IV bikeways

The Tropico First-Mile/Last-Mile Improvements Project will improve multimodal safety, equity, and health in
Glendale by outlining community-developed infrastructure improvements and by greatly enhancing efforts to
address high pedestrian and bicycle accident rates along Glendale's auto-oriented streets.

The City of Glendale is making a commitment to actively improve the City’s infrastructure to be more walkable,
bikeable, and safer for all modes of transportation. The Walk Bike Glendale strongly supports the City of Glendale
Tropico First-Mile/Last-Mile Improvements Project for consideration of funding. Do not hesitate to contact me or
any representative from Walk Bike Glendale if you have any questions or require additional information.

¢ - | F5g
L . 1L
SN 7 V— 4

Steven Nancarrow, Chair
Walk Bike Glendale
walkbikeglendale@gmail.com
www.walkbikeglendale.org
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Go Glendale

400 N Brand Blvd, Suite 160

June 9, 2016

Mr. Malcolm Dougherty

Director

California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street, MS 49

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Letter of Support for Glendale Train Station 1st/Last Mile Regional
Improvements Phase II Active Transportation Program (ATP) Application

Dear Director Dougherty:

Go Glendale enthusiastically supports the Active Transportation Program
(ATP) Cycle 3 funding request for the Glendale Train Station 1st/Last Mile
Regional Improvements Phase II in the City of Glendale. The project will
provide critical access for regional commuters and local residents by
improving facilities and wayfinding for bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit
riders in one of Glendale's most disadvantaged and highest-potential
neighborhoods.

As Glendale's transportation management association, Go Glendale works
closely with employers and residents in the City to encourage the use of
transit, ridesharing and active modes of transportation. The train station
offers an important regional connection, and our members will greatly
benefit from the increased accessibility that this ATP funding can provide.
The area within one mile of the train station is increasingly dense with
housing and employment, and the station could be easily accessed by
many residents and commuters by bike or on foot if safe and well-marked
routes were made available.

On behalf of Go Glendale’s Board of Directors and myself, I hope you will
fund this exciting and timely project for the City of Glendale.

(v~

Erika Kampe
Executive Director, Go Glendale

Glendale, CA 91203 818-543-7641 goglendale.org
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Metro Call for Projects 2015
City of Glendale
Glendale Train Station 1st/Last Mile Regional Improvements
Color Photos of the Project Site

1. Los Feliz Road at City Limits, looking southwest into Atwater Village (City of Los
Angeles).

2. Los Feliz Road at Gardena Avenue, looking northeast.





4. Los Feliz Road at San Fernando Road, looking southeast.





5. Glendale Transportation Center - Metrolink/Amtrak Rail, Metro Bus, Glendale Beeline
Bus - at Cerritos Avenue/Gardena Avenue (red pin).

7. Gardena Avenue between Cerritos Avenue and Central Avenue, looking northwest.





9. Gardena Avenue between Central Avenue and Los Feliz Road, looking northwest.





11. S Central Avenue at Gardena Avenue, looking northeast.





13. Los Feliz Road at City Limits, looking northeast





14. S Central Avenue and Gardena Avenue Intersection
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Lessons from the Green Lanes:
Evaluating Protected Bike Lanes
in the U.S.; NYC Columbus
Avenue Parking-Protected
Bicycle Path Preliminary
Assessment

(Used for ridership projections)
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6 FINDINGS: RIDERSHIP CHANGES

This chapter summarizes the research findings related to the question of whether the facilities
attract more cyclists. The question of increased levels of bicycling is answered here using three
types of data: pre- and post-construction counts, intercept surveys of bicyclists, and resident
surveys.

Overall count data show a substantial increase in ridership across all facilities within the first year
of installation. Table 6-1 shows bicyclist count changes between the pre- and post-construction
phases, averaging both the city count data and our video count data for the post-construction phase,
as explained in Section 4.3.

The magnitude of change varies considerably between facilities. The count data reveal a positive
trend, however, no clear pattern with respect to the existence of a striped bike lane in the pre-
construction period versus no pre-existing bike lane (Figure 6-1). Results from the intercept survey
suggest that fewer bicyclists on the routes with striped lanes prior to construction would have
taken another route or mode previously, and that higher shares were already cycling on those
streets before construction. The two one-way streets with two-way facilities (Rio Grande and
Dearborn, shown in blue in the figure) saw the largest increase (as expected since bicycles can now
travel in two directions).

Table 6-1. Overview of Change in Ridership

Pre- Citywide Survey:
Existin Increase Increase Average Increase share of
City Facility >ting (City (Video Count cyclists who
Bike . 2010 - f
- Counts*) Analysis**) Increase ride "more
Facility 2012%*%%
frequently
Barton Springs No 58% n/a 58% 39%
Austin Bluebonnet Bike Lane 46% n/a 46% 39% n/a
Rio Grande Bike Lane 126% n/a 126% 79%
Dearborn No 126% 215% 171% 86%
Chicago 21%
Milwaukee Bike Lane 4% 38% 21% 31%
Portland NE Multnomah | Bike Lane 39% 97% 68% 10% 51%
Oak No n/a n/a n/a 44%
San Francisco 10% —
Fell Bike Lane 50% 42% 46% 28%
Wasg'”cgton’ L Street No 67% 63% 65% 31% 66%
Overall: 75%

*City Counts considers pre- and post-installation counts conducted by the City

**Video Analysis also uses pre-installation counts conducted by the City, and compares them with post-installation counts
from the study team'’s video review.

***Change in number of workers commuting by bicycle, based on American Community Survey 2010 and 2012 1-year
estimates. Note that the margins of error for the ACS data are not considered.

The range in changes in bicyclist volumes may be due as much to the context in each city’s network
as the specific design of each facility. For example, Oak and Fell Streets in San Francisco were well-
known bicycle routes prior to the new lanes because of the lack of good alternatives; they function
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12 CONCLUSIONS

The overall objective of this research is to evaluate U.S. protected bicycle lanes (cycle tracks) in
terms of their use, perception, benefits, and impacts. This research examines protected bicycle
lanes in five cities: Austin, TX; Chicago, IL; Portland, OR; San Francisco, CA; and Washington, D.C,,
using video, surveys of intercepted bicyclists and nearby residents, and count data. The key findings
of this research are summarized below.

12.1 Changes in Ridership

The research evaluated the change in people bicycling on the protected lanes using observed count
data prior to and after installation.

e The analysis estimated that ridership increased from +21% to +171% within one year of
building the protected lanes. The increases appear to be greater than overall increases in
bicycle commuting in each city.

e The wide range of the increases is explained by context of the facility in each city’s network
and the existing number of cyclists using the route. These factors influence whether new
bicyclists are using the route, diverting from other routes, or would have biked on that
route anyway, and, therefore, the magnitude of the change. Established routes (e.g.
Milwaukee) that are key connections saw lower growth than new connections (e.g.
Dearborn).

e Counts were taken not long after the lanes were implemented (one year or less) and it is not
clear how ridership will change over time. It is reasonable to expect that as people learn
about the facilities, and if complementary routes create fuller networks of protected
facilities, ridership would continue to increase, perhaps more from new riders rather than
existing riders changing routes.

The responses from the survey provide some insight into how much of the increase in ridership at
each facility likely came from new riders (i.e., riders who, absent the protected bike lane, would
have travelled via a different mode or would not have taken the trip) and some from riders diverted
from other nearby streets (i.e., riders who were attracted to the route because of the facility, but
would have chosen to ride a bicycle for that trip regardless).

e Overall, about 10% of the intercepted cyclists stated that they would have made the trip
they were making by another mode and 1% would not have made the trip, indicating that
there are some new riders attracted to the facilities. The remainder would have bicycled on
a different route (24%) or the same route (65%).

e Bicyclists self-reported that they rode more frequently on the facility after installation. Just
over 49% of bicyclists indicated that they were traveling on the respective routes more
frequently than they were prior to protected lanes. The percentage ranged between 28% for
Fell Street in San Francisco and 31% for Milwaukee Avenue in Chicago and 86% for
Dearborn Street, where the street appears to be much more attractive for bicycling than it
was before and now accommodates two-way riding.
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e Nearly a quarter of bicyclists intercepted on the facilities stated that their overall frequency
of bicycling increased because of the new protected lanes. On Dearborn Street, over half of
respondents indicated that their bicycling had increased because of the new protected bike
lanes, while Barton Springs, Rio Grande, Milwaukee and L Street all had around a third of
respondents state the same.

12.2 Safety

Safety of protected lanes is a composite of the travel along the segment and at intersections. Safety
can be assessed in two ways: observed measures such as crashes, or surrogate measures such as
conflicts and perceptions. Perceptions of safety are likely to influence individuals’ decisions on
whether and when to use a facility. For this research, changes in perceived safety are derived from
the surveys of residents living nearby the facility and from bicyclists intercepted along the facility.
Due to the very recent installation dates, reported crash data were not available for analysis on
most of the facilities. Thus most of the analysis of observed safety comes from the video data for
conflicts and near misses.

Overall we did not observe any notable safety problems, and survey respondents had strong
feelings that safety had improved. Taken together, these findings (when combined with the results
of prior work) suggest that concerns about safety should not inhibit the installation and
development of protected bike lanes—though intersection design does matter, and must therefore
be carefully considered.

12.2.1 Stated Perceptions of Safety

There was consistent evidence that the protected facilities improved the perception of safety for
people on bicycles. This perception held for both cyclists intercepted riding on the facilities and for
residents. Perceptions of the change to the safety of driving and walking on the facility were more
varied.

e Nearly every intercepted bicyclist (96%) and 79% of residents stated that the installation of
the protected lane increased the safety of bicycling on the street. These strong perceptions
of improved safety did not vary substantially between the cities, despite the different
designs used.

e Nearly nine out of 10 (89%) intercepted bicyclists agreed that the protected facilities were
“safer” than other facilities in their city. A higher percentage of women agreed (93%) with
this statement than men (87%)

e Perceptions of the safety of driving on the facility were more varied. Overall, 37% thought
the safety of driving had increased; 30% thought there had been no change; 26% thought
safety decreased; and 7% had no opinion. The perceptions varied by facility.

e Perceptions of the safety of the walking environment after the installation of the protected
lanes were also varied, but were more positive than negative. Overall, 33% thought safety
increased; 48% thought there had been no change; 13% thought safety decreased; and 6%
had no opinion. These perceptions varied by facility.
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marking indicates conflict, 26% think that the marks the space for bicycles only, and 15%
don’t know.

One design approach is to separate the conflicting movements of turning motor vehicles and
through bicycles using signal phasing. By doing so, if all road users comply, there should be no
conflicts. This option was used in Chicago on the two-way facility. Compliance rates by drivers and
bicycles to the traffic control were comparable and users appeared to comprehend the design.

At the three intersections on Dearborn studied with bicycle traffic signals, 77-93% of
observed bicyclists complied with the signal and 84-92% of observed motorists complied
with the left-turn signal.

At the three Chicago intersections where signal phases for bicycle and motor vehicles are
completely separated, 2-6% of motorists started to attempt a turn on the red arrow but
then waited in the intersection or crosswalk. This could be a result of some minor confusion
(either mistaking the through green or bike signal green for turning movement) or just
aggressive driving.

12.4 Support for the Protected Lane Concept

Support for the protected lanes among residents was generally strong.

12.5

Three in four residents (75%) said they would support building more protected bike lanes
at other locations. This support was strong even among residents who reported “car/truck”
as their primary commute mode (69% agreement).

Overall, 91% of surveyed residents agreed with the statement, “I support separating bikes
from cars.” This agreement was high among primary users of all modes (driving, walking,
transit, and bicycling).

Younger respondents were more likely to have a positive view of the changes, while older
respondents were somewhat more likely to feel that the safety of driving had been
negatively affected, somewhat less likely to think the lanes made bicycling safer, and have
somewhat less support for building protected bike lanes at other locations.

Potential to Attract New Riders

Based on earlier work and answers to survey questions, residential respondents were assigned into
a “cyclist typology” (Geller, 2009; Dill and McNeil, 2012). Residents were grouped into four
categories: Strong and Fearless, Enthused and Confident, Interested but Concerned, and No Way No
How. Attitudes toward the protected bike lanes were examined for differences among the four

types.

Of all respondents to the resident survey, nearly two-thirds agreed with the statement, “I
would be more likely to ride a bicycle if motor vehicles and bicycles were physically
separated by a barrier.” Agreement was higher for residents in the Interested but Concerned
segment (85%).
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Interested but Concerned residents had the highest perception of improved safety due to the
installation of the protected lanes and the highest agreement with the statement, “I support
separating bikes from cars.”

Among bicyclists, both men and women indicated that the amount they are riding a bicycle
overall has increased because of the protected bike lanes, but the increase was larger for
women.

12.6 Perceptions of People Driving

The specific impacts to motor vehicle travel vary between the cities, depending on the before-and-
after context. In general, motorists like the separation of bikes, but have some negative reactions to
how changes impact driving.

Asked if the protected bike lanes had changed the predictability of roadway users, 53% of
those who had driven a motor vehicle on the street stated the predictability of bicycles and
motorists had increased. This suggests support for the clear ordering of the street space for
all users.

Only 14% of respondents indicated that they ever avoided driving on the street because of
the protected bikeway. Dearborn Street and Milwaukee Avenue in Chicago had the highest
rates of respondents indicating they had avoided those streets (about one-third).

About 31% of residents who drove on the street stated that since the protected bike lanes
were built the amount of time it takes to drive on this street has increased, 10% indicated it
decreased, and 59% indicated no change. Similarly, when asked about the impact of the
protected bike lanes on traffic congestion, 36% of respondents indicated that it has been
“negative” while 11% said “positive.” For both these measures, the negative perceptions
were much higher in Chicago.

Parking is a key issue when street space is reassigned and cities. The impact to parking was
the most negative perception, with about 30-55% of residents indicating the impacts to
parking were negative, even in cases where a minimal amount of parking was removed, or
parking was increased.

12.7 Impacts to Neighborhood Desirability and Economic Activity

On the resident and bicycle surveys, questions were asked to provide insight into the impact of the
protected lanes on neighborhood desirability and economic activity. The key conclusions are:

Nearly three times as many residents felt that the protected bike lanes had led to an
increase in the desirability of living in their neighborhood, as opposed to a decrease in
desirability (43% vs 14%). The remainder stated there had been no change in desirability.

Over half the residents surveyed (56%) felt that the street works better for “all people” due
to the protected bike lanes, while only 26% felt the street works less well.

Approximately 19% of intercepted bicyclists and 20% of residents who had bicycled on the
street stated that how often they stop at shops and businesses increased after the

142 Conclusions





NEW_YORK CITY






Traffic Data — Bicycle Counts

Columbus Avenue Bicycle Volumes (7a-7p)
Before and After

Weekday Weekend

W Before May 2010  m After (April-Sept Avg)

56% increase in weekday volumes

Bicycle counts conducted: 5/25/2010; April — September 2011 average). Location: Bet. West 915t and West 90t Streets 12
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3/4” stainless steel strapping
and HWSSC stainless steel
clamp.
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from Western Highway
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.063 aluminum panel with painted
finish and 3M scotchlite reflective
vinyl graphics.

PLAN DETAIL

Half Size

Neoprene gasket.

H6-STB seal-tite bolt
5/16" x 1/2" bolt with
neoprene washer.

PURPOSE

B-102 signs provide primary
directions for cyclists and
pedestrians along designated
greenways.

APPLICATION

Use this sign type on greenways
at street intersections or wherever
cyclists and pedestrians need
primary directions. This sign
should be placed perpendicular

to the roadway, approximately

25 to 50 feet in advance the
intersection.

LIMITATIONS

1. Line length is limited to 20
characters.

2. The font size and arrow size
may not be reduced.

3. Layouts with three arrows are
discouraged.

4. Order of directional group
listing:
left, right, straight.

5. Order of destinations with
directional groups: first
encountered, first listed.

NOTES

1. Where practical, the backside
of B-102 signs features a
thematic image.

2. On poles with existing bike
route and parking signs, install
above the existing signs.

BIKE PATH DIRECTIONAL

B-102
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PURPOSE

V110 signs provide primary
directions for drivers to major
destinations in Glendale.

APPLICATION

Use this sign type at street
intersections or wherever drivers
need primary directions. This sign
should be placed perpendicular
to the roadway, approximately

25 to 50 feet in advance the
intersection.

LIMITATIONS

1. Line length is limited to 13
characters.

2. The font size and arrow size
may not be reduced.

3. Layouts with three arrows are
discouraged.

4. Order of directional group
listing:
left, right, straight.

5. Order of destinations with
directional groups: first
encountered, first listed.

NOTES

Where practical, the backside
of V110 signs features a
thematic image.

VEHICULAR DIRECTIONAL

V-110

PAGE 5





1-8 1/2"

1-3"

g.3"

NOTE: GRAPHIC PANELS TO HAVE
3M 1170 ANTI GRAFFITI PROTECTIVE
OVERLAY

graffiti semi gloss clear coat.

Silkscreened graphics.

Double face non-illuminated fabricated .090 aluminum cabinet
with painted finish (PMS Cool Grey 11) and U.V. inhibited anti

Phenolic resin panel with embedded digital colored print and

black returns.

Concrete pad / footing with integral color finish.

Footing specifications to be determined by
sign contractor’s engineering.

. 13/4"— Center
g 1 Header
T oo
& - glendal§°°°
> | N
,—I Alex Theatre
5 The Americana
- Glendale Galleria
MONA
Chess Park
|=
El
fMiEd
<mik
'5.'..3»
D ¢ ]
B |
| |
e
R R
L L
ELEVATION 3/4"=1-0"

51/4

Returns paint to match
PMS 124.

~ Right side panel removable
for accessing maps.

SIDE VIEW

3/4"=1-0"

L oo
1‘

Alex Theatre

The Americana
Glendale Galleria
MONA

Chess Park

LOCATION ELEVATION | 1/4"=1-0"

PHOTO RENDERING

N.T.S.

IGURE 16

PURPOSE

W150 signs provide destination
information and maps for
pedestrians.

APPLICATION

Use this sign type in locations
where pedestrians need primary
directions. This sign should be
placed in a location where it

will not impede pedestrians and
wheelchairs.

LIMITATIONS

1. Line length is limited to 17
characters.

2. The font size and arrow size
may not be reduced.

3. Layouts with three arrows are
discouraged.

4. Order of directional group
listing: straight, left, right.

5. Order of destinations with
directional groups: first
encountered, first listed.

NOTES

PEDESTRIAN DIRECTIONAL

W-150
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Los Feliz Road

Conceptual Rendering

Tropico’s Gateway from Atwater Village

Los Feliz Road is an important gateway and first-mile/last-mile connection from Tropico to
Atwater Village and the City of Los Angeles; Chapter 1.3 details the public process that informed
these recommendations, which includes improved connections to Atwater Village. The gateway
is currently defined by the railway bridge, depressed street, narrow sidewalks, and sloped
embankments. The segment between the city boundary and Gardena Avenue should be
dramatically transformed into a Complete Street by converting extra roadway space into wider
sidewalks with multi-use parkways. Both embankments can be planted with colorful, hearty
landscape, and public art can make a dramatic gateway statement for Glendale and Tropico
through murals under the railroad bridge, painting the bridge itself, or new lighting along sides
of the street.

Tropico Center Plan, City of Glendale, CA





New development projects in this segment would provide a more formalized
gateway statement through architectural massing and special features.

snnill

|
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Los Feliz Road east of Gardena Avenue should evolve over time, with new
creative industrial, residential and healthcare mixed use. In the near term,
bike lanes should be added by narrowing vehicular travel lane widths. In the
future, as driveways are consolidated with new development, the street
should be restriped with one lane each way and a center turn lane to
accommodate cycle tracks buffered by stormwater parkways. As an
alternative, if the short-term lane configuration is maintained, buildings can
be set back and sidewalks can be redesigned in conjunction with new
development to be more walkable, including continuous parkways with shade
trees.

Street Design

City Limit to Gardena Avenue

o 4.9.1: Install stormwater parkways between the city limit and San Fernando Road and Gardena
Avenue. The parkways should be designed to collect and infiltrate or filter stormwater. Trees,
landscaping, and public art would provide a dramatic gateway from Los Angeles into Glendale.

e 4.9.2: Accommodate bicycles informally by providing 5 or 6 feet of additional roadway width,
either between the parkway and walkway or between the parkway and travel lane, to
accommodate cyclists who use this route currently and to provide high-quality first-mile / last-
mile bicycle access to Atwater Village and the City of Los Angeles in the future.

e 4.9.3: Conform to Recommended Cross Sections 6a and 7a on this and the following page.

6. Los Feliz Road EXISTING — City Limit at Railroad Undercrossing to 150’ south of Gardena Avenue

e e =& e 87
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6a. Los Feliz Road RECOMMENDED - City Limit at Railroad Undercrossing to 150’ south of Gardena Avenue
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7. Los Feliz Road EXISTING — 150’ south of Gardena Avenue to Gardena Avenue
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7a. Los Feliz Road RECOMMENDED - 150’ south of Gardena Avenue to Gardena Avenue
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stormwater cycle

Gardena Avenue to Glendale Avenue

e 4.9.4: Provide bike lanes in the short term by reducing lane widths. Add bike lanes
within the existing roadway without eliminating the number of lanes or curbside parking
by striping 10’ vehicular travel lanes as are typically in the vicinity. However, a 12’ center
turn lane should be provided between Central Avenue and San Fernando Road where
roadway widening in conjunction with adjacent development makes it possible to do so.

e 4.9.5: Convert bike lanes to cycle tracks, in the future, between San Fernando Road and
Glendale Avenue, buffered by stormwater parkways or widen sidewalks to
accommodate parkways by reducing travel lanes from 4 to 3.

e 4.9.6: If parkways are not provided within the existing right-of-way between San
Fernando Road and Glendale Avenue, require future development to setback seven feet
and install 7-foot wide parkways in lieu of seven feet of the total required building
setback.

e 4.9.7: Conform to Recommended Cross Sections 8a, 8b, or 8c on the following page.
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8. Los Feliz Road EXISTING — Gardena Avenue to Glendale Avenue
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8a. Los Feliz Road RECOMMENDED - Gardena Avenue to Central Avenue
Narrow lanes to accommodate bike lanes; widen sidewalks with future development
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8b. Los Feliz Road RECOMMENDED - Central Avenue to Glendale Avenue
Option 1: Restripe; add stormwater infiltration parkway at either sidewalk elevation (shown) or roadway elevation
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8c. Los Feliz Road RECOMMENDED - Central Avenue to Glendale Avenue
Option 2: Restripe; install cycle track with stormwater infiltration parkways
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4.12 Gardena Avenue

Existing (Google Street View)

Conceptual Rendering

Front Door to Glendale Transportation Center

Gardena Avenue is an essential link to Tropico’s Green Loop, connecting pedestrians and
bicycles from Brand Boulevard to Los Feliz Road and to Cerritos Road and the Glendale
Transportation Center.

It should retain its existing walkable character of relatively wide sidewalks that include wide
parkways and shade trees. As a local street, it should have sharrow markings to accommodate
bicycles. Over time, it should experience development similar to that on Cerritos Avenue,
resulting in a mix of creative industry, office and housing.

Street Design

e 4.12.1: Maintain existing street configuration with the existing ROW: 40-foot roadway and
15 to 18-foot wide sidewalks with 8 to 10-foot wide parkways.
e 4.12.2: Paint sharrow markings to advise motorists to share the lane with cyclists.
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Complete Streets

Throughout the Public Input process described in Chapter 1.3, residents and visitors (92 percent)
expressed strong support for features of Complete Streets, for the Tropico Green Loop as
described in Figure 11 on the following page, and for improved connectivity between Tropico
and other neighborhoods.

The Tropico Green Loop

3.6.1: Provide opportunities to walk and bicycle within Tropico on the Tropico Green Loop, a
network of walkable, bikeable streets consisting of bike lanes on Brand Boulevard and Los
Feliz Road, sharrows and/or future bike lanes on Glendale Avenue, and sharrows on Cerritos
Avenue and Gardena Avenue with an off-street connection to Brand Boulevard bike lanes.

3.6.2: All streets on the Green Loop should have parkways that collect stormwater from the
sidewalk and provide as much soil volume as possible for healthy, long-lived trees. In the
future, where possible, bike lanes should be converted to cycle tracks to improve safety, as
well as to encourage and enable less experienced cyclists and children to bicycle.

3.6.3: To address Tropico’s shortage of open space, design the Green Loop as a linear park
with parkways, shade trees, pedestrian-scale lighting, and seating. Where the public right-
of-way is wide enough, provide other park amenities as requested by the community, such
as fitness stations, play equipment, chess tables, and bocce ball courts.

3.6.4: To reduce stormwater runoff into street, design sidewalks to collect and infiltrate
stormwater and irrigation runoff. Design the parking lane with permeable paving and install
stormwater parkways as cycle track buffers.

First-Mile/Last-Mile Connections to and from Tropico

3.6.5: Connect to Atwater Village and Los Angeles to the south on Brand Boulevard by
continuing the City of Los Angeles’ Glendale Avenue bike lanes north from the City limit to
Vassar Street and Cerritos Avenue, connecting to the Tropico Green Street Loop and
creating a shaded walking route. Once bike lanes are added to Hyperion Bridge, per the City
of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan, there will be bicycle access to the Los Angeles River Bicycle
Path and to Silver Lake/Los Feliz. Also improve first-mile/last-mile connections to the south
on Los Feliz Road by creating a shaded walking route.

3.6.6: Connect to Glendale to the north on Central Avenue by widening the roadway and
striping bike lanes from San Fernando Road to Chevy Chase Drive, consistent with
Recommended Cross Section 2a (see Chapter 4.7). The Central Avenue bike lanes would
connect to proposed Chevy Chase Drive bike lanes, which connect to the proposed
Columbus Avenue Greenway, and to the Riverdale-Maple Glendale Greenway, which
connects to Louise Street, which would continue north to Downtown and north of the 134
Freeway.

0 Designate a local street/sidewalk route on Orange Street, Magnolia Street, Central
Avenue sidewalk and Chevy Chase Drive sidewalk to connect to the proposed
Columbus Avenue Greenway or simply designate the existing 16-foot wide Central
Avenue sidewalks as a bike route until bike lanes are installed.

Tropico Center Plan, City of Glendale, CA





o % ek

Off-Street Bike Path I Striped Bike Lanes

Colored Bike Lanes ]
Striped Bike Lanes Pedestrian/bicycle Off-Street Bicycle Path
(Sharrows initially per City PP Ty crossing & widened (To be studied per City's IEEmEEma
Bicycle Transportation Plan) path to Gardena Ave, Bicycle Transportation
Plan)
Sharrows IEEEEES

Note: Glendale Transportation Center is alternately known as Larry Zarian Transportation Center.

Figure 11: Complete Streets Recommendations
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Public Input

The Tropico Center Plan was shaped by input the City and consultants gathered during four
major public events held between May 2013 and October 2015. The events were designed to
reach local residents who walk and are interested in the Tropico neighborhood and
Transportation Center, heighten awareness of the historic station and Tropico neighborhood
across the City, and reach families in Tropico who in the Cerritos Elementary School attendance
area and who use Cerritos Park. Over 500 people provided feedback at these events,
representing Tropico’s diverse population of residents, visitors, and workers.

Tropico Walking Tour Participants, May 2013
Walking Tour of Tropico at Great American Clean-Up

A walking tour was conducted in May 2013 coinciding with Great American Clean-Up activities
held in Glendale. Staff and consultants organized a walking tour of the Transportation Center
and surrounding neighborhood and facilitated a written survey. The tour was followed by local

clean-up activities and a citywide celebration.

Key Insights

e Walkers expressed desire for “jobs retention;” “San Fernando Road should be more
walkable;” “[the] area should be safer for bicycling;” “development should reinforce
Tropico’s unique identity.”

e More transit information is needed at bus stops; bus stop environments should be more
comfortable.

Tropico Center Plan, City of Glendale, CA





e The gateway at Los Feliz Boulevard could feature a mural, better landscaping, pedestrian buffers,
and wayfinding.

e Integrating the history of Tropico into the design of buildings was deemed very important.

Food and Film at the Train Tracks

In October 2013, the City of Glendale’s Community
Outreach Team held “Food and Film at the Train Tracks.”
The first of two major outreach events, it aimed to
engage residents and visitors about the Tropico Center
Plan effort as well as to gather survey data regarding
their preferences and vision for the neighborhood. It
featured a walking tour, food trucks and the screening of
“Double Indemnity”, a movie that was originally filmed at
the station. This event targeted participants by :
advertising with Eventbrite.com, banners onsite, Tropico stakeholders provided valuable input at
television ads on GTV Channel 6, newspaper promotions “Food and Film at the Train Tracks” in October 2013,
in LA Weekly and the Glendale News-Press, as well as through social media platforms including
Facebook and Twitter. Participants that completed a walking tour or a one page survey inquiring about
local land use and mobility issues received a voucher that could be used at Kogi BBQ, the Grilled Cheese
Truck, or Coolhaus. As a result, 157 surveys and 25 Walking Tour Photo surveys were completed; the
most ever for a Glendale planning effort.

Key Insights

e Over 50 percent of walking tour respondents called for more and better-maintained landscaping
(flowers, shrubs, trees); survey respondents suggested that environmental improvements were
needed (24 percent), including street trees, more green space, native plants, and additional parks;
additionally, respondents expressed a desire for improved connectivity to Atwater Village and other
neighborhoods.

e Over 50 percent of respondents said improved “convenience” would help them use public transit
more, while the next 21 percent said “price” of transit resources is a factor, and about 13 percent
said “time,” including delays/reliability, is the most important factor in determining transit use.

e Over 1/3 of photo survey
respondents desired more
restaurants/cafes and retail, and }
preferred to live on streets with b - i
parkways and trees. i

e Qut of six categories in the one-
page survey, potential residents
(39 percent) and current
residents of the neighborhood
(31 percent) both said they
would most like to see new
restaurants and bars in Tropico.

Food trucks and an outdoor movie screening attracted 200+ people to a Tropico Center Plan
outreach event outside the historic train depot at GTC

Tropico Center Plan, City of Glendale, CA 9
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e A majority of respondents found Brand Boulevard at San Fernando Road to be too wide.

e El Bonito Avenue, Gardena Avenue, and Cerritos Avenue east of Brand Boulevard were all
considered “right-sized” streets.

e Respondents favored short, marked crosswalks, found them “comfortable” to cross.

Fall Festival in the Park
: = Following the success of the “Food & Film at the

Train Tracks” event, a second event was held in
November 2013, the “Fall Festival in the Park.”
This event was geared toward families in the
South Glendale area. It featured free food and
refreshments for those who participated in
planning activities. This event was advertised with
flyers distributed to neighborhood schools, parks
and libraries, on-site banners, ads on local buses
: and the Glendale News-Press, television ads on

Attendees of the 2013 Fall Festival in the Park provided valuable  GTV Channel 6, as well as on Eventbrite.com and

input to the Tropico Center Plan team . . . .
through social media platforms including

Facebook and Twitter. Planning activities at the event were designed to get feedback on how to
make the neighborhood a better place to live, work and play. They included:

e Welcome to Tropico — This activity informed attendees about the historical
background of the Tropico district in South Glendale. A one page survey was
distributed to attendees on how to make Tropico and the City of Glendale a better
place to live, work, and play.

¢ A Day in the Life of Tropico — Constituents identified what their “perfect day” in
South Glendale would be and attendees identified things they would like to see in
the future for the neighborhood through illustrated magnets and markers.

e My Glendale — Event attendees identified where they would like to have homes,
parks, and businesses located through this fun and interactive game.

e Getting Around Tropico — Informed constituents about possible locations for bike
lanes and comments were received on existing and future bus and train service in
the neighborhood.

As a result, over 250 people were in attendance at the Fall Festival in the Park event and

approximately 150 responses were received at the event to further guide City planning staff on
appropriate policies for the Tropico Center Plan and for the South Glendale Community Plan.

Tropico Center Plan, City of Glendale, CA





Key Insights

General suggestions from an on-site survey distributed at the festival included support for physical
improvements in Tropico, including bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, bicycle parking, traffic
calming, wider sidewalks, and street trees (74 percent); and neighborhood-serving retail (33
percent).

Among existing residents, there was strong support (87 percent) for neighborhood improvements,
including more stores (20 percent), employers (20 percent), entertainment (27 percent), personal
services (6 percent), and new apartments/condominiums (13 percent). Specific improvements
discussed included more crosswalks and safer roads, lighting, improved security, improved
pedestrian safety, and landscaping.

| T e

E = -
| Lot -

Among 109 respondents from outside the neighborhood, recommended improvements included
additional “stores” (21 percent), followed by new restaurants and bars (19 percent), entertainment
(18 percent), no changes (14 percent), new apartments/condominiums (12 percent), employers (11
percent), and personal services (4 percent).

Respondents (44 percent) cited convenience as the biggest factor in whether or not they use public
transit.

Most respondents (92 percent) said they would use a green streets network to exercise or get
around; the same number would walk or use a bicycle. Protected bike lanes had the support of 97%
of respondents. A large majority (83 percent) supported reducing vehicular travel lanes to provide
wider sidewalks and bike lanes, specifically citing Brand Boulevard, Glendale Boulevard, San
Fernando Road, Chevy Chase Drive, and Central Avenue.

Some survey responses indicated a desire for mixing of land uses within neighborhoods.

Tropico Center Plan, City of Glendale, CA 11
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INTRODUCTION

This is a summary report of the “Food & Film @ the Train Tracks” event held on Thursday, October 3,
2013. The event took place at the Larry Zarian Glendale Transportation Center (GTC), a regional hub
for train and bus services. The purpose of the event was to survey residents and those using public
transit for feedback on how to make the area around the GTC more feasible for walking, biking, tran-
sit and transit oriented development. Recommendations received at the event (and other upcoming
events) were to be eventually incorporated into the South Glendale Community Plan. Event compo-
nents included a walking tour/photo survey of the area, food trucks, and a screening of the 1944 film
noir classic, “Double Indemnity.” Admittance was free and the event was open to the public. In total,
approximately 300 people attended.

Depending on the survey completed, attendees received a food voucher which could be redeemed at
any one of three popular Southern California food trucks. Those that completed a simple online sur-
vey prior to the event received a $ 2.00 voucher. Attendees who completed a 1 page survey event re-
ceived a $ 5.00 voucher and the energetic go-getters who participated in a walking tour/photo survey
of the neighborhood were issued a $ 10.00 voucher. Once the sun went down, a screening of “Double
Indemnity,” starring Fred MacMurray, Barbara Stanwyck, and Edward G. Robinson took place on an
inflatable outdoor screen. The film is loosely tied to the GTC, as the art deco “GLENDALE” station
sign appears in the film and the femme fatale’s husband is found murdered on the train tracks in the
film.

The event was heavily promoted through print ads in the Glendale News Press and the L.A. Week-
ly, online via the Community Development website and blog and Event Brite, flyers in the “Thursday
Folder” of nearby elementary schools, and banners onsite at the venue. The crowd was comprised of
residents who live in the immediate neighborhood, classic film buffs, devotees of the food trucks, and
people who use public transit on a daily basis.

It should be noted that the film screening was timed to end prior to the last scheduled service for vari-
ous routes so that riders could board their trains on time.
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SUMMARY OF FOOD & FILM @ THE TRAIN TRACKS SURVEYS

During the event, participants were asked to share their ideas on how to make the area around the
GTC more feasible for walking, biking, transit and transit oriented development. Respondents com-
pleted their choice of either a simple online survey (33), a one page survey completed onsite (157), or
a photo survey/walking tour of the immediate neighborhood (25). The graphics below summarize the
185 surveys that were filled out by members of the public.

How did you hear about this event?

Facebook | ®00000 /2%
Twitter |®®® 6%
City Newsletter | e00000073%
LA Weekly @000 3%
Eventbrite | ®@® 4%

News-Press | 0000000000 17/%
Friend / Co-Worker | 90000000000000000000000 40%

What was your favorite part of tonight’s event?
- A ==

&3 1A

Movie Photo Survey Food  Walking Tour
19% 10% 52% 16%






How did you get to tonights event?

Car Bike Walk Carpool Train
50% 3% 0% 31% 8% 8%

Have you been to the train station before today? If yes, how?

Greyhound
2%

Metro Bus

Beeline Bus

13%
Metrolink

42%

Amtrak
35%




http://bit.ly/GPbn8a



| would move to this neighborgood & | would like more:

7

No Changes Stores New Bars / Employers Entertainment New Apts/
Restaurants Condos

# Respondents

| already live in this neighborgood & | would like more:

1l

No Changes Stores New Bars / Employers Entertainment New Apts/ e

# Respondents

Restaurants Condos





Food & Film (Live Locations):
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Food & Film (Work/Go To School Locations):
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APPENDIX

| would use public transit more often if:

Significant, specific, or recurring comments from each category:

Admin

» Beeline on google maps! What are you waiting for?

+ Systemwide map on website, not just individual lines

» | had more info ie schedules etc.

» | could use one pass w Metrolink & Metro at a reasonable price

* They had a great smart phone app

Convenience

+ |t stopped where | lived and went where | want to go

* Rapid line on Brand Blvd to DTLA

» There were a faster route, less transfers from Santa Monica to Glendale

+ There were a stop in Kenneth Village

Price

» If it was cheaper

» It were free

+ Wasn’t expensive

« Trains weren’t as pricey, maybe discount to those who use Metro

Time

* |t would save me time

* Faster travel time

» Pick up times were more often

» More reliable/no delays

* Itwasontime

* The route were more direct, and it didn’t take as long

Experience

» |t was clean and closer to my house

* There were more convenient stops & cleaner

* It were more private

» Clean, comfortable accommodations

* Less crazy homeless

« There were seats available

Hours

* More trains! Esp between 11am-3pm

+ It ran later in the evening both during the week and weekend. | hate that Glen-
dale shuts down at 8pm!

» Metrolink service on Sunday (weekends)

« Beeline ran later into evening





Neighborhood Suggestions:

Significant, specific, or recurring comments from each category:
Rent/Cost of Living

Affordable Rent/Housing

Lower cost of living or higher wages

Additional Housing/Apartments

Transit

Closer Metro station

More buses going to my area and frequent times

Extend the bus Metro hours

Extend the hours the Beeline runs

Extend the metro up through to Northern Glendale and maybe into Burbank.

Amenities

Movie theater

Bathroom

Security

Bring back Albertsons

Grocery Stores

Community services

More sit-downs [restaurants? Benches?]

Environment

Bike lane; lighted and safe crosswalks
More trees, shade, food trucks

Aesthetic Renovation

Less trash, more landscaping

Food

Good coffee shops and restaurants i.e. Intelligentsia, Urth Café, Mendocino
Farms

Cafes, small independent stores — family run

Glendale needs more great restaurants

Restaurants near the train station for breakfast/dinner

Get Five Guys here

Fast food missing

Activities

More nights like these

Events like tonight’s

More activation. Are you kidding me? Theater and art. Space! More temporary
events! More bike safety & public transpo!

@





| think the neighborhood around the train station needs:

Significant, specific, or recurring comments from each category:
Environment

* Wider sidewalks, slower traffic, more crosswalks

» To keep the building [historic preservation?]

» More rest/stores, walkable community

» More California native plants

» Working video cameras for public safety

* More green space

* More lights, more clean

* More parks

« Afacelift

« Graffiti and litter removal

* Volunteers like me to help answer travelers questions
Amenities

* More diverse retail and entertainment options

* Food and bars!

» Café/Coffee shop

* More activities / More events

« Late hour businesses so the neighborhood isn’t so creepy at night
* A movie theater

» More food in pedestrian-friendly locations

* Restaurants

* More restrooms, more water

» More food places, young hipper stuff, boutiques

« Agood bar

Transportation

« More links to the city center — shuttle or...

» To know where the train station is / To know more about the train station
* More bus lines

» Speed bumps due to speeders

» Parking / More long term parking

« Bike share

» Cab stand

Nothing / No Change

* Justfine

* lenjoyitlikeitis

« Don’t touch it, its been to messed up already.

* No changes

* Nothing theres a lot of stuff
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This is a summary report of the “Fall Festival in the Park” event held on Saturday, November 16,
2013. The event took place in the heart of the Tropico Station project area, Cerritos Park. The pur-
pose of the event was to survey residents and those using public transit for feedback on how to make
the area around the GTC more feasible for walking, biking, transit and transit oriented development.
Recommendations received at the event (and other upcoming events) were to be eventually incor-
porated into the South Glendale Community Plan. Event components included informational booths,
activity stations, a mini soccer camp with a professional soccer player, a taco bar lunch, and prize
drawings. Admittance was free and the event was open to the public. In total, approximately 300 peo-
ple attended.

Upon check-in at the Information Booth, attendees were given an event “passport.” They were in-
structed by staff to visit and obtain a stamp from each booth and activity station. Vendors at the event
consisted primarily of City Departments (Community Development & Housing, Parks & Community
Services, and Library, Arts & Culture). While collecting the stamps, residents of the neighborhood
were engaged in 3 major activities:

« The “My Tropico” station had participants place magnetic pieces onto a map of the neighborhood.
The pieces depicted activities or uses that they would like to see in the near future. A dry erase
marker and eraser were provided so that participants could further identify where they would like
certain amenities to be located.

» The “Ideal Day in Tropico” station encouraged residents to share their ideal morning, midday, eve-
ning or weekend. Participants used a variety of magnet pieces (different pieces reflecting different
activities were provided) to place how they will spend their “perfect day”. A dry erase marker and
eraser were also provided in the case the participant wanted to draw or write beyond the magnet
pieces.

+ The “My Glendale” station was designed to teach Planning concepts to children. This activity gave
participants a generic map of a neighborhood. Children then used a variety of pieces at the table
to depict land uses they would like to see in Glendale in the future, including potential density,
green spaces, or where transportation should be located.

Upon collecting all the stamps, participants then received a family lunch voucher for the taco bar and
raffle tickets for the prize drawings.

The event was heavily promoted online via the Community Development website and blog and Event
Brite, flyers in the “Thursday Folder” of nearby elementary schools, and banners onsite at the venue.
The crowd was comprised of residents who live in the immediate neighborhood and students from the
elementary school adjacent to the park.
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SUMMARY OF FALL FESTIVAL IN THE PARK SURVEYS

During the event, participants were asked to share their ideas on how to make the area around the
GTC more feasible for walking, biking, transit and transit oriented development. Respondents gave
feedback through a 1 page survey and through the three activities summarized earlier in this report.
Their responses are documented in the pages that follow.

Have you used public transit in the last month?

If yes, what services did you use?

Greyhound
5%

Metrolink
22%

Amtrak
19%

Beeline Bus
21%






| dont live here and | wouldn’t live here
(Suggested Changes)

(%]
e
[=
[
°
[
o
o
(%]
[
o
H*
No Changes Stores Employers Entertainment Personal New Apts/ NewBars/
Services Condos Restaurants

What brought you to today’s event?

AER®R?

Special Guest Food Kids Give-a-Ways  Other
13% 23% Activities 13% 4%
47%





How did you get to today’s event?

Car us Bike Walk Carpool Train
43% 8% 9% 40% 0% 0%

Have you ever used the Glendale Metrolink Train Station?
If yes, which service?

Metrolink
22%

Metro Bus
33%

Amtrak
19%

Beeline Bus
21%






| already live in this neighborhood & | would like more:

1,

No Changes Stores Employers Entertainment Personal New Apts /
Services Condos

i # Respondents






Glendale Worker/Student Commute (FaII Festival):
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Glendale Worker/Student Origin (Fall Festival):
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Glendale Resident Work/Student Commute (Fall Festival):
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Glendale Resident Work/Student Origin (Fall Festival):
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APPENDIX

Significant, specific, or recurring comments from each category:
General Neighborhood Suggestions:

« Additional Housing

 Events

» Grocery Stores

« Bike Lanes

* Pedestrian Walkways

« Decrease in Retalil

* Prohibit Smoking

Park Neighborhoods Need:

« Traffic Regulation

« Safer Roads & Pedestrian Access Points
» Security

* Entertainment (Events)

» Sport Leagues/Fields

* Public Transportation

| would use more Public Transportation If:
« Shorter Waiting Periods

» Stops are Closer to Work/Schools

» Beeline Operated At Later Hours

» Metro Rail in Glendale

* Lower Prices

» Convenient for Children

« Additional Space for Bicycles

OUTREACH

FREE FOOD AND REFRESHMENTS®

CHILDREN'S ACTIVITIES

The City of Glendals warts your opinion on how to make YT
neighbarhood a better plece to live, wark, and play,
Fer more information, visit
wwaw FallFastivalinthe Park. aventbrito.com
or call (818) $37-8333.

SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 16 SPONSORS
10:00 AM = 2:00 PM o o
CERRITOS PARK, 1800 SAN FERMANDD RO, g lEJ"‘IdEIEE?? @ ki QIE_I'I_!_:lﬂlEﬂ??

"FORL PROPLE WD PRATICPTR B4 CWINT SCTTYITRE
-Mwmimmmﬁhummﬁmlmhm”hwﬁm“mhra,zﬂl Find wt on imstagram ShbySlendale
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Tropico Halloween
Spooktacle
EVENT SUMMARY

October 31,2015











This is a summary report of the Tropico Halloween Spooktacle that was held on Saturday, October
31, 2015. The event took place in the heart of the Tropico Station project area, Cerritos Park. The
purpose of the event was to report back to residents about upcoming changes to the neighborhood as
a direct result of feedback they provided at a previous event held in November 2013, “Fall Festival in
the Park.” Event components included informational booths, a costume contest for children, a “Guess
the Weight of the Pumpkin” contest, a barbecue lunch, and prize drawings. Admittance was free and
the event was open to the public. In total, approximately 300 people attended.

Upon check-in at the Information Booth, attendees were given an event “passport.” They were in-
structed by staff to visit and obtain a stamp from each booth. Vendors at the event consisted primarily
of City Departments (Community Development, Parks & Community Services, and Library, Arts &
Culture). While collecting the stamps, residents of the neighborhood were able to learn about projects
like Glendale’s proposed freeway cap park, Space 134, and discuss their ideas for the South Glen-
dale Community Plan with Planning staff. Upon collecting all the stamps, participants then received a
family lunch voucher for the barbecue and raffle tickets for the prize drawings. It should be noted that
staff saw an increase in the number of surveys submitted due to the fact that lunch vouchers were
only distributed to adults who turned in a completed survey.

Because the event was heavily promoted through local schools as a fun-filled family event, staff made
sure there were plenty of activities for youth. These included a mini-soccer camp with a former profes-
sional soccer player, trick or treating at the informational booths, a “Guess the Weight of the Pumpkin”
contest, and the costume contest.

Attendees provided their feedback on amenities they would like to see in their neighborhood by filling
out a survey on the back of their passports. The results of the survey are included on the following
pages.





EVENT PHOTOS

.“r:r'ar't'g"x_e Info Bot
inner!






Gendalt™ A Gleniale

gleni

glendaly®  enpl






EVENT SITE PLAN

Event Banner (On Fence)
Information Booth (Canopy, table, 3 chairs)
Library (Canopy, table, 2 chairs)
Space 134 (Canopy, table, 2 chairs)
. Tropico/SGCP (Canopy, table, 2 chairs)
. Popcorn Machine (Canopy, table, chair)
. PA (Announcements)
. Eating Area (Remainder of Tables/Chairs)
. Ca High Speed Rail Authority
(Bringing Their Own Canopy, tables, chairs)
10. Soccer Player Signing (Step ‘n Repeat, table, 2 chairs)
11. BBQ—Food Line (2 Canopies, 2 tables, 2 chairs)
12. Staff Parking—San Fernando Rd. /S.Glendale
13. Event Parking Sign
14. Parks Marketing Booth (Canopy, table, chair)

©oONO R WN =

Tropico Halloween Spooktacle
Site Plan

Cerritos Park

October 31, 2015





SUMMARY OF GREEN STREETS EXPO SURVEYS

During the event, participants were asked to share their opinions on the amenities they would like to
see in the Tropico Station project area. The graphics below summarize the 71 surveys that were filled
out by members of the public.

How did you get to today’s event?

=@ oo f @l B

Car us Bike Walk Carpool Train
68% 7% 2% 20% 3% 0%

Have you used public transit in the last month?

v X

26 Votes 43 Votes






If yes, which services did you use?!

Metro Bus
58%

Beeline
36%

Metrolink
Amtrak Other
3%

Have you ever used the
Glendale Metrolink Train Station?

26 Votes 43 Votes





60

30

If yes, which services did you use?.

Greyhound Bus

Metro Bus
21%

Amtrak
15%

Beeline
28%

What brought you to today’s event!

Food

Children’s  Give-A-Ways Information Tropico/South Special Guest
Activities Booths  Glendale Comm.

Other e





What would you like to see more of in South Glendale?

30

‘Ili ii" i,.l

o
& 0 & 60‘-) & &
\)"\ Q. 'b '\b\ . &0 Q N G Oq \.
L R A
RO M O ® & & & © o
G & © & © \s > <
L (,,’é ~\° < Q§ g
§° L g S E
v & K )
0 < e@

How did you hear about today’s event?

Facebook | ®®® 5%
Twitter | 0%

GUSD Folder | eo0000 17%
Event Banner | 000000000000 23%

City Newsletter |oo0 5%
City Website o000 7%
Eventbrite | 0%
Friend/Co-Worker |oo0o0000000 17%
Drove or Walked By | o0000 9%
0 Other | e000000000000 23%






First time participants in a City outreach meeting:

54 \Votes 14 Votes

If no, which events have you attended?

\

Food & Film @ Fall Festivalin Earth Day  Harvard/Louise

The Train Tracks The Park @134  Green Streets Expo
10/3/13 11/16/13 05/2/15 10/17/15
9% 27% 32% 32%





| would like to see the following improvments...

Transit Stops
17%

Wider Sidewalks

‘ A ‘

Bikeways
32%






Spooktacle Survey Respondent Locations
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Significant, specific, or recurring comments from each category:
What would you like to see more of in South Glendale:

» Speed Bumps on Residential Streets

» Additional Smoking Areas

» Efficient Transportation

» Parks/Gyms

* Improve Pedestrian Safety

* Free Parking

* Increase in Public Trash Cans

Where would you like to see mobility improvements:
» Chevy Chase

* Glendale Ave.

« Brand Blvd.

« Gardena Ave.

* Acacia Ave.





The City of Glendale invites you to the \‘(

Saturday, October 31, 2015 (s

Cerritos Park, 3690 San Fernando Rd. _
Special Guest:
Glendale CA 91 204 Artur Aghasyan,
Former Professional Soccer Player

11:00 AM - 2:00 PM and Current Director of Glendale FC

FEATURING:

* Free Food (While Supplies Last)
e Kid's Activities

* Free Give-Aways

* Trick or Treating

e Costume Contest and more!

The City of Glendale invites you to see how we are "greening up"” your
neighorhood based on the feedback you have given us in previous
community outreach events. Join the Urban Design & Mobility Planning
"Boo Crew"” for this fun-filled, family event!

For more information, contact (818) 937-8333
or visit www.glendaleca.gov.

Para informacién en Espaiiol, IIame aI (818) 937-8333.

Zoybpbl vk blnepynikph haudap, Jelnpood b quibgubwply (91 8) 937-8332

glendale @ Metro

callfornla

’ n @ #MyGlendale @MyGlendale @MyGlendaleCDD
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Attachment J7

Area Transit Connections &
Destinations





Caltrans Active Transportation Program Cycle 3
Glendale Transportation Center 1st/Last Mile Regional Improvements
Phase Il
Area Transit & Destinations
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